Grateful Father 

Many, many thanks for running the copy of my letter to Congressman Pickle in your 
magazine issue of May 21, 1990 and for including the comments regarding my son, John D. 
Pierce, in the excellent article in that same issue, "George, Call Off the Conspiracy!" 

I am sure that it will help and that your encouragement to your readers to write to 
Congressman Pickle and Congressman Solarz regarding this matter will generate a good 
response. Even if Congress still elects to do nothing, at least Pickle and Solarz will know that the 
matter is not forgotten and will not be forgotten. I have sent them copies of the articles, as I have 
to a long list of others. Meanwhile, I am moving on other fronts to try and alert concerned 
Americans to the situation and, hopefully, to prompt them to join in my cry for positive action. 
For example, my retained representative in Washington, Quin Shea, has, at my request, prepared 
a two-part article for the Washington Times. | am confident they will publish it. ABC's 20-20 
has shown interest in the story and hopefully they will use it. There are other organizations, etc. 
that plan to run articles. 

Again, thank you for your concerned interest, not only for my son, but for all people who 
suffer because of those in power who put their self-interest above those of their fellow man. 

DOUGLAS F. PIERCE 
Austin, Texas 


Prayer Police 

I attended the Rally for Life in Washington DC on April 28th. While in Washington, six 
of my girlfriends and I took a tour which included the Supreme Court. Being in my second year 
of law school, I found this particularly fascinating. My fascination soon turned to disbelief. After 
our tour, as we stood talking on the front steps, we all agreed that, if any place ever was in need 
of prayer, this was the place. 

We stood quietly talking and then joined hands in a small circle. No words were spoken, 
no gestures made. Immediately, a police officer came from nowhere telling us to stop praying. I 
have no idea where he had been standing. We were very shocked, to say the least, since we had 
not spoken a word and were not disturbing anyone. 

When we questioned the officer, he told us it was against the law to pray on the steps of 
the Supreme Court. When pressed, he said the steps were private (government) property and a 
civil code prohibited demonstrating there. We said we were not demonstrating, and he said we 
were praying and that was demonstrating. 

We finally split apart from one another and he left us alone. Gradually, four of us started 
talking again, still absolutely amazed and more than a bit shaken over what had just transpired. 
Without any mutual agreement, two or three of us simply closed our eyes and bowed our heads. 
We were not holding hands, making any gestures, speaking, or even whispering any words. 
Immediately, another officer ran up to us and told us to stop praying. We looked at him, shocked. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


He said he was told to keep an eye on us because we might start praying again and that we would 
be arrested if we did not immediately leave. 
If you go to Washington DC, be sure you don't bow your head and close your eyes on the 
steps of the Supreme Court. The Prayer Police are on the alert. 
KAREN MITCHELL 
Santee, California 


Other Losses Available 

In my recent review of Other Losses by James Bacque in the May 21st issue, I failed to 
mention one vital bit of information. I stated that this outstanding new book is extremely difficult 
to obtain in the United States. However, I should have added that, though difficult, it is not 
impossible to buy. I do not know if every American Opinion Bookstore is going to carry it, but I 
do know that one does. And they are most happy to take orders by mail. 

Other Losses may be ordered for $29 postpaid (California residents must add sales tax of 
$1.68 to this price) from the American Opinion Bookstore, 758 North Batavia, Suite B, Orange, 
CA 92668. 

FATHER JAMES THORNTON 
Garden Grove, California 


FRONT PAGE The Sellout of 
Afghanistan 

Will there ever be an end to United States betrayal of anti-communist freedom fighters 
around the world? Apparently not until the very last one has been thrown to the Russian bear. 
Just as it appeared that the nadir had been reached with China, Angola, and Namibia, Secretary 
of State James Baker moved to put in place the final sell-out of Afghanistan. In a surprise 
reversal of U.S. policy, Baker dropped the U.S. demand for the ouster of the sadistic Soviet 
puppet President Najibullah before negotiations for a transitional government can begin. 
Dismayed members of the Senate moved quickly in an attempt to forestall Baker's proposal. A 
letter drafted by Senator Robert Byrd (D-WV) and signed by seven other Senators, including 
minority leader Senator Robert Dole (R-KS), excoriated the disastrous policy shift: 

The endorsement of any so-called transitional government which includes Najibullah 

and/or his close associates would put the United States into the unconscionable 

position of legitimizing a regime which presided over the brutalization of the 

Afghan people and the destruction of the very fabric of their society over a decade 

of killing and armed occupation. 

The new government now being set up under United Nations auspices is being 
formulated by the communist Kabul regime headed by Najibullah and neighboring Pakistan. The 
six major mujahideen parties, the people of Afghanistan, and the government-in-exile in 
Peshawar are not represented, nor have they ever participated in any of the talks deciding their 
fate during the past eight years. As Senator Gordon Humphrey (R-NH), long the Senate's leading 
advocate of mujahideen victory, put it: 

The State Department's proposal is a serious mistake, a tragic mistake, and undercuts a 

decade of bipartisan policy. It places Najibullah and his communist cronies in a 

commanding position to influence the form of any government that emerges. 

History of Treachery 

This kind of treachery in regard to Afghanistan is hardly new. Dating back to the Carter 

Administration before the Soviet invasion of 1979 and continuing through the Reagan and Bush 
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years, U.S. policy has followed the familiar pattern of supporting the freedom fighters 
rhetorically while undercutting their interests in favor of the Soviets. More than fifty percent of 
the Afghan population of 15 million has been killed or dispersed, or has died from disease or 
famine. Two to three million have died horribly in Soviet and Afghan communist carpet 
bombings, artillery bombardments, and massacres. Five to six million are refugees living in 
camps in Pakistan and Iran. Two million or more have been driven from their homes and are 
living as homeless "internal refugees." Over 50,000 have been forcibly shipped to the Soviet 
Union for communist training; of these, more than half were kidnapped children between the 
ages of four and eight. The whole socio-economic-cultural roots of the country have been ripped 
out. 

Situated on the southern border of the Soviet Union, with the Arabian Sea nation of 
Pakistan on the east and the Persian Gulf nation of Iran on the west, Afghanistan has been 
coveted for centuries, first by the Czars and then by the Soviets, as a necessary step toward 
access to the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean. 

Afghanistan under its Islamic rulers has carried on a half-accommodating, half-fearful 
relationship with its powerful northern neighbor for many years. Underlying their more recent 
policy was the fateful delusion that they could use Soviet economic and military aid to enhance 
their own power, outwit the communists, and then discard them. During the 1950s and 1960s, 
agreements were signed that opened the door to Soviet economic penetration, then domination. 

Millions flowed into Kabul for the construction of airports, river ports, bridges, dams, 
factories, hydroelectric stations, and -- with the help of financing from the United States -- major 
highways linking the Soviet Union with Afghanistan's cities. Each agreement tied Afghanistan 
closer and closer to the Soviet Union. Each required thousands of Soviet personnel in 
Afghanistan to instruct, advise, manage, and construct. Thousands of Afghans went to the Soviet 
Union for technical training and "cultural exchange." By 1970 Afghanistan had become heavily 
dependent on the Soviet Union -- one hundred percent for armaments, ninety percent for 
petroleum, and fifty percent for all international trade. 

"Genuine Nonalignment" 

During this period, "discussion" groups for Afghanistan's educated elite -- civil servants, 
army officers, professors and students -- were openly conducted by two Afghan KGB agents, 
Noor Mohammed Taraki and Babrak Karmal, who later organized the communist Afghan 
People's Democratic Party and, not surprisingly, became the first two communist rulers of 
Afghanistan, both by force of arms. 

The most decisive Kabul/Soviet agreement was that which provided for the equipping of 
Afghanistan's military with Soviet weapons and material and the training of Afghan officers in 
the Soviet Union. The indoctrination of the Afghan armed forces in Marxism-Leninism 
inevitably followed and made possible the Afghan communist coup of 1978, when Taraki killed 
Prince Daoud and seized the government. 

The Carter Administration described the savage Taraki regime as "more nationalistic than 
communist"; the New York Times reported that President Carter was "rightly unruffled." The 
Washington Post declared that Taraki was an "agrarian reformer formidably opposed to Soviet 
intervention," with "genuine nonalignment as his aim." 

When the U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, Adolph Dubs, was murdered in February 
1979, Jimmy Carter (CFR) refused to halt U.S. aid to the communist government and allowed 
Taraki to prohibit an investigation. The following month, the people of Herat, the third largest 
city in the country, rebelled against the communist government and killed forty Soviet officials. 
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The first of thousands of subsequent Soviet air strikes was launched from the Soviet Union at 
this time; over 20,000 innocent men, women, and children were wiped out. In April, the people 
of the village of Kerala rose up against the communists; Afghan soldiers, acting under Soviet 
command, massacred the entire male population in the first of many such mass murders of the 
war. In August, Afghan army troops at a fortress in Kabul mutinied and were smashed by Soviet 
helicopters and tanks. But Jimmy Carter remained "unruffled." 

Soviet Invasion 

In September, rival communist leader Hafizullah Amin, whom Taraki had tried to kill, 
staged a coup and killed Taraki instead. But Amin's rule was brief. He was an educated man who 
had received a master's degree from Teachers College at Columbia University in New York, 
where he had become an ardent communist. Although equally as brutal as any other communist, 
he let it be known that he planned to rule a communist Afghanistan independently. Signs of an 
invasion promptly began to appear. Soviet troops were sent to critical communication links. 
Reservists were called to active duty. Two battalions of Soviet armor and artillery were airlifted 
to Kabul's air base, built with U.S. dollars. Thirty thousand troops were massed on the border. 
Still Carter did nothing. 

On December 24, 1979, the airborne invasion began with large transports arriving every 
few minutes. Amin was killed by a specially trained KGB force; Babrak Karmal was installed in 
his place. Immediately afterward, the Soviet motorized divisions crossed the border and headed 
for the cities. They came in trucks manufactured at the Kama River truck plant, which was 
financed by the U.S. Export Import Bank and the Chase Manhattan Bank. They drove on roads 
built by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Token Disapproval 

And from that day to this the U.S. government has continued to maintain diplomatic 
relations with the Kabul Soviet puppet regime, giving it space on Embassy Row in Washington 
while both Ronald Reagan and George Bush have refused to recognize the mujahideen 
government-in-exile. The U.S. has done nothing to oust this illegitimate, terrorist regime from 
the United Nations; nor has it done anything to secure observer status -- which even the PLO 
enjoys -- for the mujahideen. Until recently, the Kabul regime enjoyed Most Favored Nation 
trade status, while U.S. goods including aircraft components, chemical products, and engine 
parts have been allowed to reach Kabul. As a token show of disapproval of the invasion, Carter 
cut off shipments of wheat to the Soviets in 1980, but Reagan soon restored them in ever larger 
amounts at ever lower prices, subsidized by the U.S. taxpayer. 

As part of the important business of conditioning the public, Secretary of State George 
Shultz (CFR) backed up the Soviet propaganda claim that its troops had been "invited" into 
Afghanistan. In 1986, after six years of despicable slaughter, Shultz declared that "we recognize 
that Afghanistan is in the Soviet sphere of influence" and that "the Soviet Union has a right to a 
non-hostile Afghanistan on its southern border." "Any negotiated settlement," Shultz said, "must 
take into consideration Soviet sensitivities." Truly effective aid such as food and medicine and 
anti-aircraft weapons to protect against helicopter gunships and MIGs, would "jeopardize U.N. 
negotiations." 

When Reagan took office in 1981, Carter's passive acceptance of the Soviet conquest had 
already given the Soviets a year in which to gain control of Afghanistan's cities. Reagan gave 
them another year. It was not until 1982 that Reagan made his first move; he put the CIA in 
charge of a covert operation of military assistance. Then he handed the implementation over to 
third-level bureaucrats. Alexander Haig (CFR), Secretary of State, also bowed out by ruling that 
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most aspects were "operational" and therefore could be handled only by the CIA in the field. 

Or so the story went when it surfaced two years and 325 million tax dollars later that the 
CIA had been delivering inferior, unworkable foreign weapons to the desperate mujahideen. 
Those who had been mystified as to why this nation felt obliged to provide help secretly -- as 
though the U.S., rather than the Soviets, had reason to be ashamed -- began to see the light. CIA 
operatives had gone into China and Poland with cash and bought copies of Soviet SAM-7s that 
couldn't be traced to the U.S. The only problem was that they had a 100 percent malfunction rate, 
a fact which had already been discovered in Angola. "We'd give them to these guys 
(mujahideen)," said one U.S. official, "and they'd go out and get killed." 

Meanwhile, the mujahideen and the villagers were completely at the mercy of Soviet air 
power; HIND helicopter "flying tanks" were raining down death and destruction, destroying 
whole villages -- all the inhabitants, animals, crops, every living thing -- in a matter of minutes. 
The heavy machine guns that were the mujahideen's only functioning weapons had failed to 
down a single helicopter in four years time. 

"Covert" Support 

When this perfidy surfaced in Congress in 1985 -- largely through the efforts of Senator 
Humphrey -- and the CIA was questioned about its role, the agency said it had kept the aid 
"covert" for fear of "provoking the Soviets" and "low in volume" because "long supply trains to 
the mujahideen might actually hamper their fighting ability." It also came to light that the 
resistance had attempted to buy weapons directly from an American manufacturer, but, due to a 
mysterious set of State Department regulations, the sale of American firearms to the 
anticommunist Afghans was prohibited. George Shultz. explained that allowing a private U.S. 
company to make such a sale would change State's policy from "covert" into an overt posture of 
support; and what would the Soviets think? 

The exposure of this betrayal resulted in enormous pressure being put on Reagan by 
certain members of Congress to provide what obviously was the crucial weapon, Stinger 
anti-aircraft missiles. Stingers are light-weight, shoulder-fired, state-of-the-art, heat-seeking 
missiles, with sensors that lock on to the target. The State Department, the CIA, the National 
Security Council, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and many members of Congress all opposed the 
provision of Stingers. "They could be intercepted," they said, "and used by terrorists against 
civilian aircraft." They conveniently overlooked the fact that this type of missile is a basic 
weapon for Soviet guerrillas worldwide. 

"Diversion" of Aid 

It was not until March 1986 that the decision was finally made to send a limited number 
of Stingers. The Wall Street Journal headlined the story: Reagan Ready To Risk Ties With 
Soviets. Aid was increased to $600 million per year (the cost per Stinger being $75,000), a drop 
in the bucket compared to the several billions per year being spent by the "bankrupt" Soviet 
Union, now headed by Gorbachev. By the fall of 1986 a few Stingers actually began showing up 
in mujahideen camps; although their shipment has been halted several times by the State 
Department, they have helped slow down, but not stop, the holocaust. 

From the beginning, the Reagan Administration decided that all aid must be channeled 
exclusively through Pakistan's Inter Services Intelligence (ISJ), trained and controlled by the 
CIA. It was claimed that -- since Afghanistan's other neighbors are the Soviet Union, Iran, and 
China -- Pakistan offered the only possible conduit. Strangely overlooked were the hundreds of 
our C-130s, C-141s and C-5s, all with air-drop capability specifically designed for exactly this 
kind of task. When an airlift was finally mentioned, it was dismissed as being "too provocative." 
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So it was that a year later, July 13, 1987, the Wall Street Journal ran a small paragraph reading: 
Pakistan has diverted for its own use millions of dollars of Stinger anti-aircraft missiles 
intended for U.S. backed Afghan rebels, intelligence sources said. Last year, only 
one third of the 600 Stingers the U.S. shipped through Pakistan arrived in 
Afghanistan. 

Although some observers estimated that the true amount siphoned off was closer to 
ninety percent, and although Pakistan is the third largest recipient of U.S. foreign aid, Ronald 
Reagan made no move of any kind. 

Hekmatyar and Hezb-i-Islam 

Diversion, a polite word for theft, has been only part of the problem with Pakistan. The 
other part has historical roots. Although there are ten ethnic groups in Afghanistan, by far the 
largest (eight million) is the Pushtuns, who spill over into Pakistan. In 1893, when the British 
drew the border of Afghanistan, Pushtun territory was split; some lies in what is now Pakistan. 
Ever since the split, there has existed an irridentist movement, among communists and 
non-communists alike, for a Pushtunistan that would incorporate Pakistani territory into the new 
nation. In the 1970s, playing upon that divisiveness for their own ends, communists in Kabul 
befriended Pushtun separatists; President Zia of Pakistan responded by supporting 
anti-Pushtunistan insurgents against the Kabul government. By 1979, when the Soviet invasion 
took place, a resistance network was already in place, headed by Zia's favorite, Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar, now commander of the Hezb-i-Islam resistance party. 

Hekmatyar, reportedly a member of the Afghan communist party before turning to 
radical Islamic politics, is an anti-Western fundamentalist cut from the same extremist cloth as 
the Ayatollah Khomeini, whom he supported. His goal is a centrally controlled Islamic theocracy 
with authority centered in himself. Although he has long been known to have killed more 
mujahideen than the Soviets, he gets the lion's share of U.S. aid, 25-30 percent, with the rest 
divided among the six other major resistance parties. According to Sibgatullah Mojadidi, 
president of the government-in-exile, American aid has helped Hekmatyar kill hundreds of 
innocent people in Peshawar alone, with the knowledge of police but protected by the Pakistani 
government. 

One of his most brutal crimes took place in July 1989 when six senior commanders and 
28 key officers of the rival Massoud resistance group were ambushed, tortured, and assassinated 
in a grotesque massacre. Some had their eyes gouged out before being shot. This act, too gross 
for the administration to gloss over, reportedly "sparked a high level controversy in Washington" 
and "posed a profound dilemma for policymakers." What to do? Cut off all aid to the freedom 
fighters? "They are losing credibility," one top official said. "This could severely damage U.S. 
support." 

An enraged Representative Bill McCollum (R-FL), member of the Congressional Task 
Force on Afghanistan, was one who knew what to do. He fired off a blistering letter to James 
Baker demanding to know who in the U.S. government had made the decision to support 
Hekmatyar; what controls Washington has over the delivery of supplies; what the relationship is 
between Washington and ISI; and on what basis supplies are sent to the different groups. This 
letter is particularly interesting in revealing how much has been kept hidden even from 
Congressmen, whose job it is to know this subject. 

The ISI and the CIA moved quickly to defuse the situation by assuring Congress that 
U.S. aid to Hekmatyar had been cut off; what they failed to add was that the U.S. and Saudi 
Arabia had made a deal for the Saudis to supply Hekmatyar with $435 million in arms. 
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Lately Hekmatyar has been conspiring with dissident communists in Kabul and the ISI. 
Evidently seeing it as the only way that he, rather than any of the other commanders, would gain 
power in the (unlikely) event of the demise of the communist regime, Hekmatyar supported 
Defense Minister General Shahnawaz Tanai in an attempted coup on March 16th. Although a 
few dissident pilots bombed Kabul, the Soviet puppet President Najibullah escaped injury, the 
coup failed, and Tanai fled to the security of Hekmatyar's base. It is reported that ISI offered 
$15,000 apiece to commanders to join Hekmatyar, for a total of roughly $100,000 -- in all 
probability American tax dollars, 

Lion of Panjshir 

If there were any sincerity in the U.S. position, George Bush would be strongly 
supporting the Jamiat-e-Islami party headed by Ahmad Shah Massoud, the Lion of Panjshir, 
whose men control virtually all of northeastern Afghanistan. Known as the best organized and 
most successful of the commanders, Massoud is also the most moderate and pro-Western. He 
and his men govern Takliar province in the old, decentralized way, through traditional council 
meetings in which the people have a voice. Central power has always been resisted in this land of 
fiercely independent clans, isolated even from each other by the forbidding territory of majestic 
mountains and precipitous valleys. Massoud has built up strong grass-roots support by 
establishing law and order through a civil administration that is in the hands of locals. He has 
also developed a mechanized army that is the best in the field. 

But Massoud is strongly anti-communist and a Pushtun. Refusing to take orders from ISI, 
he has not received even a single AK-47 bullet within the past year. Late in 1989, desperate for 
ammunition, he bought five truckloads with his own money. When they were delivered to his 
depot in northern Pakistan, a mysterious explosion occurred, destroying all the ammunition and 
killing 40 of his men. The U.S. responded by "putting pressure" on the ISI, and more than 50 
truckloads of ammunition were "earmarked" for Massoud. They never arrived; Washington 
pleaded helplessness. 

The interests of Pakistan and Washington transparently converge: One desires a strong 
Islamic, anti-Pushtun leader in Kabul; the other wants to keep the mujahideen divided and 
prevent the emergence of a popular anti-communist leader who would pose a real challenge to 
Gorbachev's puppet in Kabul. 

When Pakistani President Zia Ul-Haq was blown up in his plane along with American 
Ambassador Arnold Raphel in August 1988, the Reagan Administration was quick to show its 
power. The State Department clamped a lid on the investigation, refusing to provide experts and 
warning Pakistani authorities against speaking out. 

"Peace Process" 

Genuinely helpless in the midst of all this violence and intrigue is the Afghan Interim 
Government, the government-in-exile of the mujahideen headquartered in Peshawar. Without 
recognition, it has no stature or authority. When its leaders met with Reagan and urgently 
requested recognition, the President, in a display of breathtaking hypocrisy, argued that this was 
"not appropriate" because it would "make it look as though the Interim Government were a U.S. 
creation." He also brushed aside their request for a voice in the "peace process," continued to 
back Pakistan and the Kabul regime as the only participants, and made no move to oust Kabul as 
a recipient of World Bank and IMF funds. 

When the Geneva Peace Accord was finally signed in April 1988, the 50,000 mujahideen, 
who had had nothing to say about it, greeted it with scorn. According to S.J. Masty, a Peshawar 
editor, "The talks between Pakistan and Kabul were meaningless. The Soviets didn't need an 
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agreement to leave ... having accomplished their objective, they were ready to leave anyhow." 
The CIA, however, celebrated with a victory party in Washington. "This was one of the most 
successful operations in our history," said CIA head William Webster (CFR), in what must be 
the most remarkably true double entendre ever uttered. 

Although the Soviet pullout has been described as a tactical defeat leaving no alternative 
but withdrawal, the truth, of course, is quite the opposite. The Soviets left only because they had 
secured a permanent, reliable satellite loyal to Moscow, fulfilling their lasting interest. "U.N. 
negotiated peace," in fact, has come to be a euphemism for establishing communism. For his 
pusillanimous part in fastening totalitarianism upon the Afghan people by "guaranteeing" the 
Accord, Ronald Reagan was enabled to leave office with a foreign policy "victory" greater than 
Grenada, while the warmonger Gorbachev gained enhanced standing as a "peacemaker." 

Propaganda War 

Only there is no victory and there is no peace. Dozens of transport planes arrive in Kabul 
daily with stepped-up aid to the tune of $300,000 per month. Although the Soviets claim to have 
withdrawn all "uniformed" troops, no one knows how many there were; estimates vary from 
115,000 to 175,000. No one knows how many Central Asians are wearing Afghan uniforms. 
About $3 billion worth of armaments are in place in the cities, which the communists still 
control. Although the mujahideen control the devastated countryside, the refugees can't return 
home because of over 30 million mines and booby-trapped toys. 

The Soviets have the maps of the mines, but James Baker has been "unable to obtain 
them." Neither does he send mine-clearing devices, because of "bureaucratic resistance." 
Mammoth Scud missiles, capable of reaching Pakistan and destroying an entire city, are still in 
place. MIGs from Soviet bases reach their targets in Afghanistan in eight to ten minutes. Right 
now constant raids are taking place, especially in the Herat area, creating a flood of new 
refugees. 

Nevertheless, the U.S., which cut off almost all aid to the mujahideen after the Soviet 
withdrawal, is lending credence to the present propaganda twist that, since "peace" has been 
"restored," what is going on now must be a "civil war." Therefore, the mujahideen must be the 
problem -- rather than those who have exterminated half of the population. Najibullah, thought to 
be responsible for 35,000 "disappeareds" while head of the Afghan secret police, is being given a 
new public persona; the media are recasting him as a "nationalist" and devout Muslim, while the 
mujahideen are being transformed into murderous fanatics and "agents of foreign powers," no 
less! 

Afghanistan Betrayed 

"Overlooked" by the media is the Soviet rape of the land in Afghanistan; egress to the 
Persian Gulf has not been the only objective. Rich in natural gas, copper, uranium, gems, and 
minerals, Afghanistan has been ruthlessly exploited without compensation. Ninety-five percent 
of natural gas production is piped directly into the Soviet Union, while highly valued lapis lazuli 
and emeralds are sold for high prices on the international market. Thus Afghanistan has been 
forced to pay for its own conquest. 

With the final pieces being put in place by the Bush/Baker Insider team, the Afghanistan 
story of genocide and scorched earth is coming to a close. Stripped of ammunition and isolated, 
the mujahideen, except for Hekmatyar, are nearly helpless. The "transitional government" being 
set up by Najibullah and Pakistan will only increase Kabul's control. The U.S. role in all this has 
been one of unmitigated betrayal. While mouthing support for the freedom fighters, the Insiders 
have undercut them at every turn in order to bring another nation under totalitarian control in 
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preparation for world merger with themselves at the top. 
-- JANE H. INGRAHAM 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Summit Preparations 

After four days of talks in Moscow with Soviet ruler Mikhail Gorbachev and others, 
Secretary of State James Baker said May 19th that the talks had resulted in "some real 
accomplishments," particularly in the area of arms control. The one area where little progress 
was made was in getting the USSR to remove nearly 600,000 troops from Central and Eastern 
Europe, he said. 

Questioning Baker's optimistic report was William Safire of the New York Times, who 
charged that the Secretary had "caved in to basic Gorbachev demands all the way down the line." 
In his May 21st column, Safire said: "Gorbachev gets what he wants on upgrading his SS-18s, 
freezing our cruises, denying our on-site verification of production facilities, protecting his 
intercontinental Backfire bomber, and occupying Eastern Europe. We get to offer trade and aid, 
to turn a blind eye to repression, and to say the cold war is over." 

Two days later, Baker rejected these criticisms, saying that the arms accords are "shaping 
up largely on original United States concepts and original United States proposals. In terms of 
what we have given and what we have taken, we have done very well indeed." 

Gorbachev vs. the Baltics 

Responding to independence moves by Latvia and Estonia, Mikhail Gorbachev said May 
14th that the two Baltic republics were acting in violation of the Soviet constitution. He issued a 
decree saying that the nations occupied by the USSR since 1940 must follow a new secession 
law, which requires approval by residents in a referendum, a waiting period of five years, and 
final approval by the Soviet leadership. Gorbachev also met on May 17th with Prime Minister 
Kazmiera Prunskiene of Lithuania and said he would begin talks with her government only if 
Lithuania suspended its March 11th declaration of independence. Also urging her to suspend the 
declaration was Secretary of State James Baker. Meanwhile, 30,000 Lithuanians have been laid 
off because of fuel shortages caused by Gorbachev's cutoff of oil and natural gas supplies to 
Lithuania. 

Trouble in Nicaragua 

At a May 16th news conference, President Bush made an "urgent appeal" to Congress to 
approve $400 million in economic aid to the Nicaraguan government of President Violeta 
Barrios de Chamorro. "The situation in Nicaragua is critical," said Mr. Bush. "Mrs. Chamorro's 
government is absolutely bankrupt, and there are strikes and demonstrations in the streets." A 
week of strikes by the Sandinista-led government workers union paralyzed everything from 
telephone service to state-run banks, airports, and public transportation. The Chamorro 
government finally agreed to most of the Sandinista demands, including salary increases of 
almost 100 percent and reinstatement of high-ranking Sandinista bureaucrats. Mrs. Chamorro 
had tried to suspend a Sandinista-passed law forbidding dismissal of government employees, but 
she was forced to back down. 

Sweeping Legislation Passed 

The House of Representatives has overwhelmingly approved two measures that will have 
a major impact on the country in the coming years. On May 22nd, the House passed (403 to 20) 
and sent to a conference with the Senate the Americans With Disabilities Act, which guarantees 
to some 43 million Americans with physical or mental disabilities -- including people with AIDS 
as well as recovering alcoholics and drug abusers -- access to employment, public 
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accommodations, transportation, and communications services. 

On May 23rd, the House passed (401 to 21) and sent to conference a clean air bill that 
will cost at least $20 billion a year when it is fully implemented. The measure calls for tougher 
anti-pollution controls on cars, in factories, and in power plants. White House Chief of Staff John 
Sununu said that President Bush might veto the bill because it would provide $250 million in 
benefits for workers who lose their jobs as a result of the tougher anti-pollution controls. 

Curb on Operation Rescue 

The Supreme Court voted (5 to 4) on May 14th to let stand a Georgia injunction that 
would keep pro-life protesters 50 feet from abortion chambers in the city of Atlanta. Drawing a 
distinction from a 1977 ruling that refused to block a Nazi march in Skokie, Illinois, Justice John 
Paul Stevens said that members of the American Nazi Party did not have a "history of illegal 
conduct in the jurisdiction where the march was scheduled," while members of Operation Rescue 
had "persistently and repeatedly engaged in unlawful conduct." Stevens was joined by Chief 
Justice Rehnquist and Justices Blackmun, O'Connor, and White. More than 1300 pro-lifers have 
been arrested at "rescues" in Atlanta since July 1988. On May 21st, the Court refused to hear an 
appeal by Operation Rescue of a federal court injunction barring the group from blocking access 
to abortion chambers in New York City, Long Island, and Westchester County. 

Thrift Bailout Doubles 

Secretary of the Treasury Nicholas F. Brady told the Senate Banking Committee May 
23rd that the cost of bailing out the nation's savings and loan associations over the next 10 years, 
estimated at $66 billion in July 1989, has now jumped to $315 billion. Even this estimate might 
not be high enough, since there are now 1036 troubled institutions, almost double the previous 
number. "No one should assume that the estimates won't change; they will," said Brady. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


NATION Pleading 
the Tenth 

Determined foes of excessive government power frequently complain about the erosion 
of the U.S. Constitution. But, because the Constitution is so little understood, they are often 
obliged to list which specific articles are being violated and which freedoms are being lost. 
Created by the states, the Constitution authorizes the very existence of the federal government, 
grants it certain powers, and delineates its method of operation. The powers granted are few in 
number, and a system of checks and balances is established to keep it that way. 

Not content with their positive act of granting carefully specified powers, the founders 
then sought to negate any future assumption of power. Their marvelous Tenth Amendment, as 
much a part of the original Constitution as any of its articles, said: "The powers not delegated to 
the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people." In other words, if the Constitution doesn't grant the authority, it 
doesn't exist. 

Sewell Avery's Stand 

In 1944, Montgomery Ward Chairman Sewell Avery found his firm threatened by a 
potential labor strike. He refused labor's demands and it looked as though the unions would shut 
his firm down. Presto! The federal government arrived and claimed that the strike would be 
harmful to the nation. Then the feds ruled that they had to seize the company's headquarters. 

Avery protested the seizure and refused to leave his office. Uniformed Army personnel 
thereupon physically removed him -- still seated in his chair -- and deposited him on the 
sidewalk. Attorney General Francis Biddle defended the action, claiming that "the government of 
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the United States can do anything not specifically prohibited by the Constitution." That attitude, 
of course, completely ignores the Tenth Amendment. 

Another key perversion of the Constitution's clear intent can be found in the Supreme 
Court's regular assumption of lawmaking authority. The very first sentence in the body of the 
Constitution states: "All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the 
United States ...." If "all" lawmaking power resides in the Congress, then none is present in the 
Supreme Court. Yet, the Court and federal district courts continue to hand down decisions that 
virtually all Americans consider the "law of the land" rather than the law of the case. 

Even worse than its numerous horrendous decisions is the Supreme Court's penchant for 
ruling in areas and about matters where there is no federal authority. Instead of ruling, "It's not a 
federal matter," the Court has consistently certified, expanded, and initiated federal power. 

Lost Freedoms 

There is no basis in the Constitution for federal involvement in such areas as education, 
housing, welfare, medicine, agriculture, labor, safety, employment standards, and energy. The 
cost in dollars and in freedom is enormous; the supposed benefits are illusory. Nor is there in the 
Constitution any authority to entangle our nation in world government organizations, regional 
alliances, and undeclared wars. Also, a thorough search will turn up no power to distribute the 
wealth of the American people via an array of foreign aid programs. 

Our survey is not all-encompassing. Let it be said, however, that the Constitution is 
indeed being violated and that the American people are indeed losing their God-given freedoms. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


Dr. Miryam Arguello, an attomey and a businesswoman, has been a respected political 
leader in Nicaragua for many years. Under the Somoza government, she served as a Deputy in 
the National Assembly (Nicaragua's Congress) as a member of the Conservative Party. For her 
outspoken resistance to the Sandinistas' totalitarian policies, she was repeatedly jailed, physically 
beaten, and exiled, and much of her property was confiscated. Despite the danger to her personal 
safety, she returned again and again to Nicaragua to oppose the Sandinista regime. On April 21, 
1990 she was elected President of the National Assembly. Dr. Arguello was interviewed at 
Conservative Party headquarters in Managua by William F. Jasper of THE NEW AMERICAN 
and Peter Musurlian, aide to U.S. Congressman Carlos Moorhead, on April 23rd, two days 
before the inauguration of the Chamorro government. Translation assistance was provided by 
Leo Lacayo, director of Nicarau Relief Fund. 

Q. After their defeat in the elections, the Sandinistas passed a series of laws in an attempt to 
legitimize many of the illegal acts they had committed over the past 10 years, to protect 
themselves from having to face justice, and to prevent the property they had confiscated from 
being returned to the rightful owners. Will the Congress be able to repeal any of these laws? 

A. The majority of these laws are unconstitutional. Therefore, from the time they were born, 
they were, for us, defective, null and void, and never existed as law. We will have to carefully 
examine and deal with each one of them individually. We have already formed a judicial 
committee to analyze these laws and determine their constitutional status. Those that are clearly 
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unconstitutional will be declared nonexistent. Others we will be forced to derogate or revise .... 

We cannot look the other way concerning the many violations of human rights and the 
many serious criminal acts that have taken place in the past ten years. Nor can we allow the 
recently passed laws -- which we do not recognize as legitimate -- to shield from justice those 
who are guilty of criminal actions. 


Q. It appears that the Sandinistas retain complete control of the judiciary by virtue of the fact 
that they appointed all of the judges. Will the President or the Assembly declare the laws in 
question null and void? If so, will this action precipitate a constitutional crisis? Can you remove 
these judges legislatively or through the executive branch? 


A. This is one of our most difficult political problems. The Court was elected for six years and 
is filled with militant Sandinistas. Of course, we cannot expect any justice or cooperation from 
them. We have to find the right legal and political formulas to neutralize them, just as we have to 
find the correct formulas to deal with the other points you raised. It is still too early to tell 
precisely how it will be done, and, as you suggest, there will be constitutional and political 
difficulties involved. 


Q. What is the status of the negotiations among the Sandinistas, the new government, and the 
resistance forces (Contras)? 


A. The Contras have offered to begin disarming immediately after the new government comes 
into office, between the 25th of April and the 18th of June. That's a process that cannot take just 
one day. They signed the protocol agreements for the cease-fire with the Sandinista government 
effective immediately. They are interested in returning to Nicaragua and supporting the new 
government. But they have continuing concerns about the Sandinistas honoring the agreements 
and about their own security. 


Q. What role, if any, will Daniel Ortega play in the Assembly? 


A. Under the Constitution, he has the right to be a representative in the Assembly as a member 
of the minority force. He has absolutely no influence over those of us who are in the majority in 
the Assembly, who are conscious of our responsibility to establish peace and democracy in 
Nicaragua. Nevertheless, we do not underestimate him. Within the Assembly, he represents a 
viable force that must be reckoned with. If they are willing to follow our leadership, then we can 
work together with them. However, if the Sandinista forces resist the new government -- which 
all the world knows was legitimately elected -- and if they attempt to block the implementation 
of our programs, then we will have confrontation. 


Q. What are the primary economic objectives of the new government? 


A. There is a plan being worked out to start the economy, but I cannot tell you now -- or even 
in the next 100 days, for that matter -- precisely what we are going to do, because there are so 
many serious and pressing problems to contend with. Our economic problems caused by the last 
ten years of Marxist rule have been compounded in the last few weeks and days as the 
Sandinistas have completely sacked the government. We are starting with virtually nothing. 

They have done this to enrich themselves, as well as to provoke a destabilization of the 
social order by making it impossible to govern the nation. We have to face this challenge, and we 
hope that the people of Nicaragua will recognize what is happening and will support us during 
the chaos that the Sandinistas are fomenting .... We know that the people have already lived 
through a terrible economic devastation, and we hope they will understand that we need time to 
resolve this .... We are committed to a program that embraces a return to free enterprise and 
private ownership, and the dismantling of the features of the Sandinista socialist system. 
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Q. What role, if any, will Tomas Borge have in the new government, and what changes will be 
made concerning his infamous Interior Ministry, or secret police? 


A. I understand that Mr. Borge left for France yesterday, and I do not know if he is planning to 
stay there permanently or whether he will be coming back. The Ministry of the Interior has been 
renamed the Ministry of Government, to be headed by Mr. Carlos Hurtado .... But, of course, the 
change must be more profound than merely changing the Minister, one man. The entire 
organization must be cleaned out and its function changed. 

For ten years we have confronted a totalitarian, repressive regime, and now they still 
refuse to give up power. We know that they will do everything in their power to throw obstacles 
in the way of the new government, in an effort to bring it down .... In a normal transition of 
government, one doesn't have these kinds of problems; but this is not a normal transition. With 
the many serious economic and social problems we are facing, the task before us is difficult 
enough without having to face this kind of opposition. 


Q. What kind of aid are you requesting from the United States? 


A. We are asking your government for the same things we request from every democratic 
government. Nicaragua is utterly devastated. It has been completely looted and there is a 
desperate need for virtually everything. Medicines and medical supplies are especially needed. 
Aid is needed right now to help provide many basic needs and to ameliorate the chaotic situation 
that the Sandinistas have fomented and that they hope to exploit. 

It will be a long time before Nicaragua recovers from the damage caused over the last 
decade, and we are extremely appreciative of any and all support which your government and 
private organizations can provide, particularly right now at this critical juncture. The people of 
Nicaragua want to live in peace, in a democratic, tolerant, pluralistic society, and we ask the 
support of our Central American neighbors and all democratic countries in helping us achieve 
this. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


WORLD Romanian 
Election Stolen 

Following the May 20th sham elections in Romania, every major television network in 
the United States (ABC, CBS, NBC, CNN) started its broadcast coverage with this lead: "In 
Romania's first free election in over 50 years ...." Notwithstanding the interpretation of our 
ignorant and biased major media, the elections in Romania, which were controlled and stolen by 
the communists during the past few months, were anything but free or fair! Throughout the 
electoral campaign, the communist National Salvation Front -- the inheritors of the Ceausescu 
apparatus allied with Gorbachev -- controlled information, jobs, salaries, secret police 
operations, and virtually every aspect of life. 

One can describe the events of December 1989 as a revolution to oust the Ceausescu clan 
precipitated by communists out of favor with Ceausescu, or as a purge of Ceausescu by 
Gorbachev protégés (Iliescu, Roman, Brucan), or as a coup d'€tat. In any event, the resultant 
government retained the chief aspects and tools of terror and intimidation that characterized the 
Ceausescu regime. The Securitate (secret police), the military, the bureaucracy (of the world's 
largest [per capita] Communist Party), and the regular police remained in the hands of the 
communists in Bucharest. Ion Iliescu, Petre Roman, Silviu Brucan, and other NSF leaders are 
hard-core Stalinist communists who have no intention of giving up power or democratically 
reforming Romania. 
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Free and Fair? 

The media have been so dominated by the NSF communists that the major opposition 
candidates could not get on television during most of the campaign. Thugs of the NSF regularly 
destroyed copies of the major opposition (private, noncommunist) newspaper Romania Libera. 
The two leading opposition candidates for President, Ion Ratiu (National Peasant Party) and 
Radu Campeanu (National Liberal Party), were physically beaten during the campaign; and two 
campaign workers for the National Peasants were beaten to death (Ceausescu-style, no doubt by 
the NSF communists). Leading activists in opposition to the communists had their telephones 
tapped, received threatening calls, and were the objects of harassment during the campaign. 

Thus, though most of the country could not read about the opposition candidates, or 
watch them on TV, daily they heard about the NSF communists who controlled their lives (via 
government bureaucrats in charge of water, food, electricity, gas, transportation, etc.). With the 
living legacy of the Ceausescu regime and the still-present secret police, most of the people were 
afraid to vote for any party but the NSF communists. One Romanian, Natalie Bonciu, put it this 
way: "The souls of the people are not cured yet. After such a period of terror, everyone is still 
fearful." Another Romanian said: "We are still afraid to speak our minds." 

In the pervasive atmosphere of disinformation, dictates, and rumors, many believed the 
propaganda of the NSF. The two leading opposition presidential candidates (Ratiu and 
Campeanu) had spent the past four or five decades in exile in Western Europe and the 
communists used that fact to portray them as carpetbaggers representing the capitalistic interests 
of big banks and businesses in the West, which would buy the factories and farms and put the 
people out of work. The divisions among the opposition groups, and their unwillingness to join 
together in an anti-communist alliance, played into the hands of the NSF communists. 

There were widespread reports of election-day fraud, tampering, and irregularities, which 
were no doubt valid. But the election was really stolen during the months following the 
December execution of the Ceausescus (done hastily so the truth about the NSF leaders' 
collaboration with Ceausescu would not become public), a theft facilitated by the NSF 
communists' control of the electoral process. 

Unfortunately, the U.S. government did all the wrong things by supporting the NSF 
communists and failing to help the pro-freedom forces during the crucial election period. After 
the rotation of communist rulers in December (from Ceausescu to Iliescu), President George 
Bush sent Secretary of State James Baker to Bucharest to give financial assistance and political 
credibility to NSF chief Iliescu, while the U.S. Ambassador in Bucharest (Alan Green, a wealthy 
Bush contributor) and the State Department Romania Desk head Rick Becker provided praise 
and support for the communists. The Bush Administration did not even give moral support, via 
statements or radio broadcasts, to those fighting for freedom in Romania, but then neither did 
Bush do the right thing morally or politically regarding Lithuania. 

No delegation was sent by the American government to monitor the election process until 
the last days before the election (too late), and then the delegation was made up of individuals 
with no experience in Romania and ignorant of its horrible communist legacy of the past 43 
years. In effect, the Bush delegation was used by the NSF to certify a totally fraudulent 
communist victory. 

Bush Appeasement 

The Bush Administration has already budgeted an additional $50 million-plus in aid to 
communist Romania, and has indicated its willingness to extend Most Favored Nation status to 
the NSF communist government in Bucharest (which would help satisfy the big bank/business 
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interests that benefitted during the Ceausescu years of murder and destruction of churches). This 
only worsens the U.S. government track record of assistance to the most monstrous communist 
in Eastern Europe. 

American policy should be just the opposite. Until free and fair elections are held in 
Romania (and they were not on May 20th), until human rights are observed throughout the 
country, until the high-level Ceausescu-era communists (like Iliescu, Roman, Brucan) are barred 
from holding office (an article of the pro-freedom Timisoara Proclamation), and until the whole 
communist apparatus has been removed from Romanian soil, no MFN or other trade benefits or 
political support should be considered for Romania. 

The struggle for freedom from communist tyranny will go on. Consistent with our 
historic beliefs, values, and traditions, it is our continuing duty to assist those fighting for 
freedom while exposing their enemies. The people of Romania should know that there are 
Americans who stand in solidarity with their efforts to remove the Marxist-Leninist 
Ceausescuites from Romania's government, and that we stand ready to assist until the battle is 
won. 

-- DAVID B. FUNDERBURK 
Former U.S. Ambassador 
to Romania 


CAPTIVE NATIONS 


Remorseless Chinese 

Jiang Zemin, General Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party, told Barbara Walters in 
a recent interview that last June's massacre in Tiananmen Square was "much ado about nothing." 
Jiang also candidly stated that he didn't "have any regret about the way in which we dealt with 
the events which took place last year in Beijing." He even claimed that the army had behaved 
with "great tolerance and restraint." The interview, taped in Beijing on May 2nd, was shown on 
the ABC News program 20/20 on May 18th. 

In the interview, the first one by a senior Chinese official since last year's massacre, Jiang 
pushed for renewal of Most-Favored-Nation (MFN) trading status. "I hope the U.S. government 
would consider this matter from a long-term perspective," he said. Probably with this same 
purpose in mind, China announced on May 10th the release of 211 political prisoners involved in 
last year's pro-democracy movement. The government claimed in the same announcement that 
another "431 lawbreakers involved in the turmoil and rebellion" were still under investigation. 
Western sources have estimated the number arrested in connection with last year's 
demonstrations at 10,000 to 30,000 people. On May 24th, President Bush announced his decision 
to renew China's MEN status for one year. 

Albania's Facelift 

Albania announced on May 9th a series of laws that would reportedly end curbs on 
religion and on travel abroad. Deputy Prime Minister Manush Myftiu gave a report to the 
Albanian People's Assembly on the new laws. Myftiu proclaimed that the "punishment foreseen 
for religious propaganda is lifted" and that "the question of religious belief is a matter of 
conscience of every individual." 

At the same time, he stated that Albania would continue to promote "atheist propaganda." 
The Assembly, which is said never to have cast a dissenting vote, adopted the new laws 
unanimously. 

For the first time in decades, Albania invited U.S. reporters to visit. On May 12th, Ramiz 
Alia, the head of the Albanian communist state, told the reporters that the country will be 
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democratized but will retain socialism. 
German Reunification 

West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl indicated on May 14th that all-German elections 
could be held as early as December 2nd. Kohl had previously projected these elections for the 
latter part of 1991. 

West Germany's federal and state governments agreed on May 16th to create a $70 
billion, four-year "German unity fund" to finance the reconstruction of the East German 
economy and infrastructure. Two days later, the finance ministers of East and West Germany 
signed a treaty to merge their economies and make the West German mark the sole legal tender 
in both Germanies by July 2nd. The treaty must be approved by the parliaments of both countries 
in order to take effect. 

European Unification 

The reunification of Germany is putting impetus behind the drive for European 
unification. French President Frangois Mitterrand and West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl 
have both adopted the position that greater political union is necessary to anchor a united 
Germany within the European Community. Kohl has also called for expanded powers for the 
EC's European Parliament, making it a kind of federal legislature. 

The 12 foreign ministers of the EC met in Ireland on May 19th-20th for informal talks on 
political union. Following the closed-door session, French Foreign Prime Minister Roland 
Dumas said that the EC countries were not yet prepared to "delegate some sovereignty in foreign 
affairs and security." Nevertheless, he also stated: "We've got the train started [and] everybody 
agrees that we now have to make a qualitative leap." Of course, if the Eastern bloc is invited to 
join a unified Europe, that qualitative leap could very well result in the further socialization of 
Western Europe, not the democratization of Eastern Europe. 

Romanian Election 

Romanian Interim President Ion Iliescu won a landslide victory on May 20th in the first 
supposedly free elections in 53 years (see page 16). According to the earliest official returns, 
Iliescu, a former Communist, won 89 percent of the vote for president, and his National 
Salvation Front won most of the elections for the National Assembly and the Senate. The NSF, 
which has run Romania since the overthrow of the Ceausescu regime last December, is 
dominated by former Communists. 

Gorbachev Jeered 

The Soviet Parliament on May 12th at first voted by a solid majority to establish criminal 
penalties, including prison terms of up to six years, for public remarks insulting to the Soviet 
President. The measure was offered at a time of open criticism of the communist regime, 
including the recent May Day celebration at which Gorbachev was jeered. Sent to a committee 
for revisions after one chamber failed to pass it, it is expected to become law in some form. 

On May 16th, in spite of the impending crackdown on free speech and the country's 
internal troubles, the Soviet Union was granted observer status in the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade. Early that same week, the official Soviet Communist Party newspaper, 
Pravda, began contacting more than 150 of America's largest companies, offering them space for 
$50,000 a page. 

-- GARY BENOIT, DIRECTOR 
BIRCH RESEARCH INCORPORATED 


AMERICAN OPINION 
Framing the Issues 
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ROBERT W. LEE 


On a number of important issues in recent years, conservatives have found themselves on 
the defensive as a result of the way in which the public debate has been framed. The Iran-Contra 
scandal, for instance, was deftly manipulated by the Left to keep attention focused on the alleged 
misdeeds of Lt. Col. Oliver North, Admiral John Poindexter, and other Reagan Administration 
operatives. Far more important was the issue (virtually ignored) of how both Iran and Nicaragua, 
once solidly in our camp, ended up on the other side of the international ledger in the first place. 
There would have been no Iran-Contra "scandal" had the Carter Administration, congressional 
leftists, and the major liberal media not conspired to arrange the collapse of pro-U.S. 
governments in both countries. Other issues have likewise been framed to the detriment of those 
who favor less government and more personal responsibility: 

Arts Funding. The continuing controversy over federal funding of pornography parading 
as "art" has tended to camouflage the more basic issue of whether the arts, "good" or "bad," 
should be federally funded at all. When the debate centers on de-funding only obscene art, an 
important Constitutional principle is abandoned and the discussion then bogs down in subjective 
arguments about standards of decency. Such a narrow focus assures that most arts funding will 
continue, even as it lessens the likelihood of actually de-funding the unsavory elements. It also 
encourages irresponsible and unconstitutional spending in other areas, for, if art can be 
subsidized with tax dollars, why not everything else imaginable? Conservatives should oppose 
all federal funding of the arts, X-rated or otherwise. 

Censorship. Charges of "censorship" are often leveled against conservative parents and 
organizations that attempt, for example, to improve tax-supported school libraries by having 
inferior or morally offensive books removed to make room for others of higher quality. But 
censorship is not the issue. School boards can afford neither the money nor the space to stock 
every book published. Selection committees must obviously discriminate by rejecting far more 
books than they approve. Removing a book from a school library's shelves is no more 
"censorship" than is the decision not to purchase some other book in the first place. 

Similarly, attempts by some states to restrict adult movies on cable television to certain 
hours of the day (usually early morning, when it is hoped that youngsters will not be watching) 
have also been labeled "censorship." Again, the term simply does not apply. Most public 
libraries, art galleries, opera houses, symphony halls, and theaters, as well as private book and 
video stores, close at night (and often for a day or more at a time on weekends), thereby 
precluding public access during those hours. It would be ludicrous to require them to stay open 
around-the-clock to avoid the aura of "censorship." 

By properly framing the "censorship" issue, conservatives can not only neutralize it, but 
make those who wield it as a weapon look silly. 

Population Control. The so-called "population problem" is yet another important issue 
that has largely been framed to favor the collectivists. There are two basic approaches to the 
"problem," each leading to an opposite conclusion regarding the role that government should 
play. The most widely propagandized thesis asserts that our planet is plagued with too many 
people (or soon will be) and that government must intervene with programs and policies 
structured to reduce population growth. The seldom-heard alternative view is that 
"overpopulation" results mainly from too much government interference in the production of 
food, fibre, housing, and other basic economic needs, and that the solution is to reduce the size 
and reach of government so that the free market can produce its typical abundance. 

As Dr. Rousas J. Rushdoony has noted, "socialism always creates ultimately an 
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imbalance between the number of people living and their food supply which results in hunger or 
famine. There is in this sense therefore always a problem of overpopulation under socialism. 
Hunger is chronic and endemic to socialism." The extent to which the world faces a so-called 
"population problem" is the extent to which it has become "more and more socialistic," with the 
problems spawned by socialism then used as the excuse to expand the size and reach of 
government even further. Eventually, a tolerance for such anti-life procedures as abortion, 
euthanasia, and even suicide begins to develop. And all sorts of tyrannical schemes are dreamed 
up to curb births, including such exotic suggestions as contraceptive foods and water supplies (as 
Dr. Paul Erlich has proposed), the temporary sterilization of women (as a Nobel prize winner has 
advocated), a ban on marriages, and forced abortion of the sort practiced in Red China. 

Conservatives should frame the population issue to emphasize the need for less 
government, at all levels, in all countries. 

Abortion. The life-or-death issue of abortion is increasingly being framed to broaden the 
exceptions that some politicians are permitted to endorse while still claiming to be "pro-life." 
They will, for example, assert that they are opposed to abortion except to save the life of the 
mother, and in cases of rape or incest, and when continued pregnancy threatens the mother's 
health, and when the child will likely be born handicapped, etc. These pragmatic exceptions 
combine to allow virtual abortion-on-demand. The exceptions for "rape" and "incest" (which 
allow the snuffing out of an innocent human life because someone else has committed a terrible 
crime) can be claimed when neither rape nor incest has actually occurred. Abortionists are also 
comfortable with exceptions allowing taxpayers to pay for abortions deemed "medically 
necessary," or in cases in which a live birth might "damage" the mother's "physical health," 
because such vague, open-ended qualifications allow abortion virtually without restriction. By its 
very nature, for instance, pregnancy is "unhealthy," which is why public service ads urge 
mothers-to-be to see a doctor immediately. 

It is crucial for the pro-life movement to stand firm in framing this issue in a way that 
eliminates the pragmatic, pliable abortion exceptions. A "victory" on any other terms would be 
Pyrrhic indeed. 

Capital Punishment. It is incredible that so many advocates of abortion for the innocent 
unborn at the same time oppose the death penalty for heinous criminals. For instance, after the 
Senate voted recently to allow unrestricted abortion funding for the District of Columbia, and in 
the same bill voted to place the death penalty for drug-related killings on the District's books, 12 
of the city's 13 council members responded with a letter asserting: "It is totally unconscionable 
for the Congress to require that a local jurisdiction carry out executions as a price to treat its 
women fairly." The mind boggles when the requirement of a just penalty for drug pushers who 
kill is said to be "unconscionable" by the same politicians who consider the execution of the 
unborn a manifestation of fair treatment of their mothers! (Each year since the Supreme Court's 
1973 decision legalizing abortion, more babies in the nation's Capital have been aborted than 
have been allowed to live.) 

Opponents of capital punishment prefer to focus the debate on such essentially irrelevant 
issues as deterrence. Since they have succeeded in manipulating the legal system to delay the 
death penalty for years even when it is imposed, and forego it altogether in the vast majority of 
capital-crime cases (as of May 18th, only 128 executions had been carried out since the Supreme 
Court reinstated the death penalty in 1976), it is difficult to evaluate the penalty's deterrent effect 
(although it unquestionably deters those who are executed). In any event, deterrence is not the 
primary reason for administering the death penalty (nor, for that matter, any criminal penalty). 
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It would be both immoral and unjust to punish a person merely as an example to others. 
The basic consideration should be: Is the punishment deserved? If not, it should not be imposed, 
regardless of what its deterrent impact might be. After all, if deterrence supersedes justice as the 
basis for criminal sanctions, the guilt or innocence of the accused becomes largely irrelevant. 
Deterrence is achieved as effectively by executing innocent persons (after those to be deterred 
are misled into believing that the accused are guilty). This is something that communist and other 
totalitarian despots learned long ago. If a penalty administered to one man deters another from 
committing a crime, all well and good. But it should be viewed as a bonus of justice properly 
applied, not as the basis for punishment. 

Most discussions of the death penalty are about whether it should exist for murder or be 
abolished altogether. Conservatives should work to re-frame the issue so that the question instead 
becomes whether it should be imposed for certain terrible crimes in addition to murder (such as 
rape, monstrous child abuse, habitual lawbreaking, etc.) 

Crime. Year after year, despite the investment of astronomical sums of tax money to 
control the criminal element, we continue to lose the war on crime. One reason is that even many 
conservatives have accepted false premises regarding the nature of law and the legitimate 
purpose of a criminal justice system. 

Every system of justice discriminates against either the law-abiding or the lawless. A just 
system discriminates against wrongdoers by insisting that they pay restitution to their victims or, 
if their crimes are sufficiently heinous (or habitual), suffer the death penalty. Such a system 
works to protect the lives, property, and reputations of the law-abiding. Our present criminal 
system of justice, however, unduly discriminates against the law-abiding while favoring 
law-breakers. 

Consider our costly, overcrowded, and counterproductive prison system. It grew from a 
questionable view of human nature, propounded by early Quakers, which held that a lawbreaker, 
if isolated from friends and family for a lengthy period during which he could ponder and pray 
about his evil deeds, would mend his ways. It was the beginning of the disastrous "rehabilitation" 
concept of crime control that has failed so miserably either to reduce crime or to reform 
criminals. "Rehabilitation" is actually the way that victims pay restitution to their assailants. It is 
society's confession, in essence, that it must make amends to an offender for having somehow 
failed to properly meet his needs (for education, a job, an adequate income, or whatever), which 
in turn supposedly led him to "turn bad." 

Lengthy prison sentences as punishment for crimes severely punish law-abiding 
taxpayers and are another subsidy of sorts for criminals. The costs associated with imprisonment 
are enormous (around $20,000 per year per prisoner). A real crackdown on crime -- "locking 'em 
up and throwing away the key" -- would bring taxpayers to their knees. Continued reliance on 
prisons as a means of punishing felons will simply give government an excuse to impose more 
taxes to build more prisons and hire additional administrators to run them (and guards to patrol 
them), all the while justifying more federal intervention in state and local affairs (via federal 
assistance for prison construction, court orders to reduce overcrowding, etc.). Meanwhile, the 
prison experience itself serves in many instances as a school for crime, from which a disturbingly 
high percentage of offenders emerge more belligerent and crime-prone than before. 

Conservatives should strive to focus the crime debate on the need to transfer the fear and 
financial burden of crime from law-abiding citizens to the criminal enemy. The most important 
steps in that direction would be the substitution of restitution and capital punishment for the 
existing dead-end prison system, and the scrapping of rehabilitation as a responsibility of the 
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criminal justice system. 

Appellate Jurisdiction. Supreme Court edicts on such issues as abortion, school prayer, 
forced busing, and sundry other social issues have spawned campaigns for Constitutional 
Amendments to reverse the decisions. It is a solution that has played into the hands of those who 
wish the decisions to stand. For one thing, it wrongly implies that the Constitution (rather than 
the Court) is flawed. For another, it entails a tedious process that offers little hope for success. 
Finally, it diverts attention from an effective and far less onerous Constitutional provision for 
overcoming judicial irresponsibility. 

Article III, Section 2, Paragraph 2 asserts: "In all cases affecting ambassadors, other 
public ministers and consuls, and those in which a State shall be a party, the Supreme Court shall 
have original jurisdiction. In all the other cases before mentioned, the Supreme Court shall have 
appellate jurisdiction, both as to law and fact, with such exceptions, and under such regulations 
as the Congress shall make." (Emphasis added) In other words, Congress has (and always has 
had) authority to strip the Supreme Court (and, by implication, the lower federal courts) of their 
authority to hear cases on appeal, thereby leaving the resolution of such cases to state courts. It 
can do so by a simple majority vote of both the House and Senate (with the President's approval), 
Rather than tampering with the Constitution, conservatives should frame the issue of judicial 
irresponsibility in terms of Section III. 

Pornography. A primary purpose of pornography is the undermining of civilized 
customs, laws, and institutions (such as the family), so as to destroy social order and lay the 
groundwork for totalitarian political rule. Morality is the essence of self-discipline, and therefore 
self-government. Erode man's self-government and, as Dr. Rushdoony points out, "you make a 
totalitarian authority over him a social necessity." Indeed, the "rise of totalitarianism has always 
been preceded by moral anarchism, and those seeking tyrannical powers over man have always 
worked to reduce man to a dependent position by undercutting his moral self-government and 
responsibility. The rise and triumph of pornography is a prelude to totalitarianism. Moral 
anarchy is the seed-bed of tyranny." Conservatives should emphasize this aspect of the 
pornography problem (which also applies to drugs, degenerate music, and the other 
contemporary forces that disintegrate self-discipline). 

Family. Policies and trends that undermine the institution of the family also promote ever 
bigger government. Every tax increase, for instance, transfers wealth from families to 
government, thereby weakening the former while strengthening the latter. It is a point that 
conservatives should stress whenever tax-and-spend issues arise at the local, state, or federal 
levels. There are occasions when the legitimate duties of civil government may justify additional 
spending despite the negative impact on the family. But the chance of defeating irresponsible 
schemes could be enhanced if their implications for the family were recognized and understood 
by legislators and the electorate. 

Conservatives should also emphasize the extent to which big government is competitive 
with the family, having an incentive to undermine the family to justify usurpation of family 
rights and responsibilities. Destruction of the family tends to undermine the tranquility of 
communities, create fearful and unstable people, and generate problems (ranging from crime and 
child care to welfare and homelessness) that government then has an excuse to try to "solve." 
Where the family institution is strong, the freedom of individuals expands and oppressive civil 
government tends to recede. As corrosive public policies erode the family, government advances 
to fill the void. 

The family is a child's first school. It is unsurpassed as an economic institution for 
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supporting both the young and the elderly. It is history's only truly successful welfare system (in 
contrast, government welfare has in every age produced social disorder and delinquency). It 
provides food, clothing, shelter, and recreation for its members, and imposes sanctions for 
infractions of rules and values that govern the home. In these and other basic areas it competes 
with civil government. Collectivists therefore have a strong incentive to promote policies that 
undermine the family so that civil government can absorb its functions. 

Millions of stable families, imparting their own unique traditions and outlook to 
succeeding generations, create a variety of attitudes about everything from styles of clothing to 
politics. Such diversity is a serious roadblock for those social planners and bureaucrats who wish 
instead to impose their own standards. The impossibility of keeping civil government limited if 
the institution of the family crumbles should be stressed by conservatives at every opportunity. 

Tax Exemption. Chief Justice John Marshall observed in the case of McCulloch vs. 
Maryland (1819): "The power to tax involves the power to destroy." Which it surely does. But 
another destructive aspect of the taxing authority is the power not to tax. The authority to grant 
or remove tax exemption subtly coerces organizations to trim their sails to fit the philosophy of 
those in power (or at least not to criticize it too severely) lest they risk losing their tax-exempt 
status. Many organizations formed to oppose collectivism and big government have been 
effectively neutralized by tax-exemption, while some that have opted to stand firm for 
strongly-held principles that conflict with government policy (even when those principles are 
religiously based and presumably secured by the First Amendment) have faced expensive 
harassment over the exemption issue. 

Conservatives should strive to frame the exemption issue in a way that will eventually 
pressure the IRS out of the business of manipulating social policy by telling us what is or is not a 
cause worthy of tax-exempt status. The Founding Fathers intended that churches were to be not 
exempt but immune from taxation. The state was not to interfere in or manipulate the internal 
affairs of churches, as the authority to issue or deny tax exemption now allows it to do. The 
Internal Revenue Service has, especially since World War IJ, actively assumed the right to 
establish (or deestablish) religion at whim. A church is supposedly not even a church without the 
blessing of the IRS. Conservatives should help to expose this serious First Amendment violation. 

Church-State Separation. The issue of church-state separation has been framed to 
enhance the religion of secular humanism at the expense of Biblically-based faiths. The main 
confusion has been the failure to distinguish between the separation of church and state and the 
separation of religion and state. Dr. Rushdoony notes that "church and state can be separated 
[because] they are two different institutions [which can be] subordinate one to the other, 
inter-dependent, or separate." The separation of religion and state, on the other hand, "is 
impossible, [since a] state cannot exist without laws, and all laws are expressions of one or 
another religious faith. Laws are enacted morality, and procedures for the enforcement of that 
morality ... every legal system is inescapably an establishment of religion. There can thus be no 
separation of religion and state." The real question is: "What will the religion of the state be?" 

Humanism has been falsely portrayed as being non-religious. That image has allowed its 
basic articles of faith to be widely taught in our government schools, even as Biblically-based 
instruction and ritual (such as creationism and school prayer) have been ruled off-limits on 
grounds of church-state separation. If humanism is indeed a religion, then our government 
schools are religious establishments promoting its tenets at taxpayer expense. Those tenets, as 
gleaned from the sundry Humanist Manifestos issued over the years, include evolution, situation 
ethics, sexual license, man as his own God, world government, the right to birth control, 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


abortion, divorce, euthanasia, and suicide, and so on. All stand in stark opposition to Biblical 
teachings. All are being preached overtly or covertly in our government schools today. 

Make no mistake about it. The aggressive drive to remove all semblances of Christianity 
from our schools, under the guise of church-state separation, is actually being waged to establish 
the religion of humanism in its place. Our government schools are not religiously neutral, nor 
can they be. Education is inescapably religious in nature. For that reason, government schools 
inherently violate the First Amendment, since they are religious establishments that teach 
religious tenets with tax funds. Church-state separation means that there shall be no official, 
government-recognized, -sponsored, and -funded established church. Our government schools 
meet those criteria and are the main violation of the church-state separation principle in America 
today. It is a point that conservative advocates of private and home schooling should emphasize 
when framing education-related issues. 

Government. A few final thoughts about government. It is difficult to think of any 
significant problem that the federal government has actually solved in recent decades. Indeed, 
few come to mind that have not been made worse by federal intervention. Programs and laws 
intended to reduce racial animosity have instead worked to heighten race-related tensions. 
Money poured into welfare schemes, rather than reducing poverty, have made so many 
Americans dependent on Washington for their daily bread that the nation's capital has been 
called the New Plantation. Federal financing (and control) of education has triggered an 
educational crisis of monumental proportions. The fight against drugs has done little to curb the 
drug traffic, but is giving government new excuses for massive assaults on personal liberties. The 
war on crime is being won by the criminals, even as draconian federal laws (such as the 
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations [RICO] Act), allegedly approved to hamper 
organized crime, have been twisted to persecute opponents of abortion and others to whom they 
were never intended to apply. And the federal solution to Savings & Loan problems fueled a 
fiasco that may cost taxpayers an additional $500 billion. 

Whenever the federal government addresses a problem, discussion focuses on how much 
should be spent, and where, and how, and by whom. Conservatives should instead draw attention 
to the awesome federal failures of the past and the extent to which government's vested interest 
lies not in actually solving problems, but rather in addressing them as wastefully, 
bureaucratically, and ineffectively as possible so that the problems remain to serve as excuses for 
even more spending, bureaucracy, and regulation. 


Cliches and Oxymorons 


In his Studies in Words, C.S. Lewis used the term "verbicide" to refer to "the murder of a 
word" by those who "want to snatch a word as a party banner, to appropriate its 'selling quality." 
Conservatives have been losing some important semantic battles. Consider these few examples: 

Progressive taxation. The graduated income tax is widely described as "progressive" (a 
term that Karl Marx preferred for nefarious reasons) when in fact it is oppressive and socially 
regressive. As syndicated economics columnist Warren Brookes recently observed, the "whole 
notion that taxing higher incomes at higher tax rates is 'progressive' [was part of] Marx's 
thoughtless assault on economic growth. Since a nation's total wealth is the result of individual 
wealth creation, taxing such effort at escalating rates is about as anti-growth a policy as you can 
conceive." As evidence, Brookes noted that, during "the last 20 years, the job and personal 
income growth of the 10 U.S. states with the lowest (or no) personal income taxes was three 
times as great as that of the 10 U.S. states with the highest income taxes." In short, the "whole 
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notion of 'tax progressivity' is oxymoronic -- a contradiction in terms with nothing either morally 
or intellectually to support it." 

Pro-choice. This is the euphemism with which abortionists prefer to label their anti-life 
position. It is incredibly inaccurate and misleading. For one thing, the tiny victim of abortion 
whose life is snuffed out has no "choice" in the matter. As Dr. Rousas J. Rushdoony has noted, 
the so-called "right" to abortion "does not expand personal choice or freedom: it severely 
restricts it because it establishes the prior 'right' of the state to permit or to deny the right to life at 
will." In a very real sense, the legalization of abortion can be said to be "the beginning of the 
death of freedom and of man." 

Fetus. Another semantic ploy of the abortionists is their description of the victim as a 
fetus (a cold, clinical term) rather than a baby or child. Conservatives should insist that the latter 
terms be used. They should also defend the unborn child as a person. At conception, a new and 
unique cell consisting of 46 chromosomes 1s created, with a genetic code that will, if not 
interrupted, result in a human being (not a bullfrog or a giraffe). Conception does not produce a 
potential human being, but rather a human being with potential. 

Sexually active. This noxious phrase is employed by such organizations as Planned 
Parenthood (and even some conservatives) to describe what is in fact fornication, debauchery, 
etc. Applying the positive label "sexually active" to such licentious behavior tends to camouflage 
and promote illicit sex. After all, who would not prefer to be known as "sexually active" rather 
than the implied alternative -- "sexually comatose?" Those who use the phrase "sexually active" 
when referring to teenage promiscuity actually encourage such behavior, while subtly 
besmirching those responsible youngsters who opt to remain chaste before marriage and intend 
to remain faithful to their spouses thereafter. Conservatives should condemn the phrase "sexually 
active," and explain why, every chance they get. 

The conservative position on many issues has also been undermined by various 
widely-believed, but demonstrably absurd, liberal cliches: 

You can't legislate morality. Actually one can't legislate anything but morality because, 
as Dr. Rushdoony perceptively points out, "all legislation is concerned with morality. Every law 
on the statute books of every civil government is either an example of enacted morality or it is 
procedural thereto. Our laws are all moral laws, representing a system of morality." Laws against 
manslaughter and murder reflect the commandment "Thou shalt not kill." Laws against theft 
reflect the commandment "Thou shalt not steal." Laws against slander, libel, and perjury reflect 
the commandment "Thou shalt not bear false witness," and so on. 

The question, then, is not whether or not morality will be legislated, but rather whose 
morality will be imposed by law. Today, there is a major confrontation between two conflicting 
religious outlooks: secular humanism and Christianity. Each has its own code of morality that it 
strives to have implemented into law. When someone claims that "you can't legislate morality," 
more often than not what he means is that we must not legislate Biblical morality, since he 
intends to legislate a secular humanistic morality instead. 

The Constitution authorizes the welfare state. This claim is based on a distortion of 
Section 8, Article 1, which reads in part: "The Congress shall have power to ... provide for the ... 
general welfare of the United States." A review of Constitutional history reveals that the words 
"general welfare" were intended to be a limitation on what the federal government can do, not an 
open-ended grant of authority. Drafters of the Constitution intended that the federal taxing power 
be used to support only Constitutionally-authorized measures that serve the nation as a whole, as 
opposed to those that benefit merely individuals, special interests, or localities within the nation. 
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As Thomas Jefferson observed, to suppose that the general welfare clause was meant to give 
members of Congress "a distinct substantive power, to do any act which might tend to the 
general welfare, is to render all the enumerations [of their specific Constitutional powers] 
useless, and to make their powers unlimited." 

Supreme Court decisions are the law of the land. If the High Court's decisions are 
indeed the "law of the land," where is the legal authorization for such legislative activity? The 
first section of the first Article of the Constitution states: "All legislative power herein granted 
shall be vested in a Congress of the United States which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives." Further along, the Supremacy Clause (Article VI, Section 2) asserts: "This 
Constitution, and the laws of the United States which shall be made in pursuance thereof; and all 
treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the United States, shall be the 
supreme law of the land." 

Treaties, laws of Congress, the Constitution itself -- all are mentioned as components of 
the supreme law of the land. Nothing is said about Supreme Court edicts. The false belief that the 
Supreme Court can make "laws" underpins the philosophy of judicial activism, whereby liberal 
Court majorities have imposed their views in one area after another without the slightest regard 
for either the Constitution or the will of Congress. 


-- R.W.L. 


California Initiative Fails 

The grassroots petition drive to have a pro-gun initiative placed on California's 
November ballot gathered around 200,000 signatures, about one third of the number required to 
make the ballot. The Hanford Initiative would have amended the State Constitution to reaffirm 
the Second Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and, among other things, bar public officials, 
the legislature, or any public body from denying, curtailing, prohibiting, or taxing the right of 
citizens (other than convicted violent felons and persons who have been declared mentally 
incompetent) to bear arms. It also would have barred enactment of laws or ordinances requiring 
the registration of firearms or ammunition. The campaign for the Hanford Initiative, led by the 
Second Amendment Committee, was handicapped by a late start, inadequate financing, and 
sundry bureaucratic roadblocks. 

State Committee Chairwoman Bernadine Smith, who authored the initiative (and whose 
home served as campaign headquarters), intends to re-file the initiative and aim for either a 
special election next year or the general election in 1992. The Committee has established a 
tape-recorded telephone "hotline" to keep activists informed about the progress of the campaign 
(including the status of pledges and donations). The number is (209) 584-4084. The Committee's 
mailing address is P.O. Box 1776, Hanford, California 93232. 

Mental Patient Shoots Five 

On April 24th, James Calvin Brady (aka Reginald Moreman) entered the food court in 
Atlanta's Perimeter Mall and randomly shot one person to death and wounded four others with a 
.38-caliber revolver he had purchased (in violation of numerous existing gun laws) in the Atlanta 
suburb of Avondale Estates. According to documents found on the gunman, he had been released 
from a Georgia mental institution the day before. A medical form he was carrying listed him as 
"homicidal." Three days later, gun control advocates (led by Atlanta Mayor Maynard Jackson) 
predictably began pleading for more restrictive firearms legislation. 
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National ID Card? 

During Senate Judiciary Committee hearings last November on Senator Howard 
Metzenbaum's (D-OH) so-called "waiting period" bill, Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA) raised the 
specter of a national firearms owner identification card. He asserted that he did not see any 
problem with such a scheme, but Larry Pratt, Executive Director of Gun Owners of America, 
Inc. (GOA), warned the Committee that a national ID card would amount to an internal passport 
of the sort used by Nazi and Communist regimes to control their populations. 

Goetz's Lawyer Retained 

A New York woman mugged on March 26th (she had been attacked twice before), and 
subsequently indicted on a weapons charge for defending herself and a friend with a gun, has 
retained attorney Barry Slotnick, who also represented subway self-defender Bernhard Goetz. 
Ysesnande Bureau, 20, and friend Theresa Jackson, 19, were in Jackson's car waiting for a green 
light in the Crown Heights section of Brooklyn when an armed man jerked open the driver's door 
and tried to snatch Jackson's purse and rip off her earrings. Bureau pulled out her .25-caliber 
pistol and fired once, grazing the man's forehead. He fled. But a few blocks later a car pulled 
alongside Jackson's vehicle and someone fired a shot that hit Jackson in the head, wounding her 
fatally. The mugger was arrested when he went to a hospital for treatment of his head wound. 

At last report, police had not made an arrest in Jackson's slaying. Attorney Slotnick 
denounced prosecutors for pressing charges against Bureau. "She is one of the many innocent 
victims in New York City," he told reporters. "She is another decent, law-abiding citizen who 
was brutalized in several muggings and was forced to carry a gun to protect herself." 

The Great Equalizer 

Gena Scarbrough of Dallas, age 90, owns a .22-caliber revolver and keeps a loaded 
.410-gauge shotgun by her bed. When a neighbor recently called to tell her that someone was 
breaking into one of her rental homes, she left in such a hurry that she neglected to take one of 
her own guns. So she borrowed the neighbor's .22-caliber revolver and waited while the burglar 
backed through a window with a stereo and speakers. "Put it down right there and don't move! 
Don't move or I'll shoot!" ordered Scarbrough (who stands 5-foot-4 and weighs in at 113 
pounds). The thug meekly complied and was subsequently arrested by police and charged with 
burglary and violating parole on a previous burglary charge. 

New Gun Study 

Guns, Murders, and the Constitution: A Realistic Assessment of Gun Control is the 
title of an important study by Don B. Kates, Jr., recently published by the Pacific Research 
Institute for Public Policy. Kates, whose earlier works have significantly advanced scholarship in 
the field of firearms policy, exposes many of the fallacies that underpin current anti-gun 
proposals. He also reveals basic flaws in the academic research (including statistical data) on 
which anti-gun lobbyists rely, and scrutinizes aspects of the issue often overlooked by both 
opponents and proponents of gun control. Especially revealing is his discussion of the 
implications of gun control for women. The report is available from the Pacific Research 
Institute at $5.00 per copy (177 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94108). 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


NEWSLETTER LINE 


Ian McAvity notes in the May Deliberations that the DJIA might be up there, "but the 
market as a whole peaked out in August 1989." The CRB Commodity Price Index is clearly 
bullish, he says, which is normally pretty friendly to gold and inflation fears. (Box 182, Adelaide 
St. Station, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, MSC 2J1, $215) 
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Lynn Elgert warns in the May issue of The Lynn Elgert Letter: "The DJIA is putting up 
a smoke screen for the silent decline that has occurred in the stock market since last October 9th. 
The economy is not just suffering a soft landing. It is becoming very weak. Real estate prices, 
interest rates, inflation, etc., are all painting a recession scenario. The odds for the next few 
months are against making money in the stock market." (301 South 70th St., Lincoln, NE 68510, 
$200) 

Richard Bergers and Paul Merrill comment as follows in the May issue of The Richard 
Bergers-Paul Merrill Futures Commentary: "The observers of this new decade will likely note 
that as the quantity of anything (debt included) increases, eventually its price does finally fall. 
We are convinced that the consequences of the overdue adjustment to the debt excess of the 
1980s will, over the next few years, produce some outstanding trading opportunities (via short 
selling all of the debt instrument futures.)" (700 S. Flower St., Los Angeles, CA 90017) 

The American Institute for Economic Research offers this warning in the May 7th 
issue of its Research Reports: "The latest ports confirm that price inflation is accelerating. 
Recent attempts by the Fed to curb price inflation have been unsuccessful, and irresponsible 
fiscal policies have created strong pressures on the Fed to pump even more credit into the 
economy." (Great Barrington, MA 01230, $48) 

Daniel Rosenthal argues in the May 7th Silver & Gold Report that the top may be ready 
to blow off the platinum market. "The platinum market is in danger of becoming dramatically 
under-supplied. Warehouse stocks of platinum have fallen sharply. Today, there's barely a half 
month's supply in reserve." (Box 510, Bethel, CT 06801, $144) 

Mary Anne and Pamela Aden, in the May 9th issue of The Aden Analysis, advise 
investors to stay away from gold, platinum, palladium, copper, and bonds as bear markets are 
underway. Present price levels for gold and precious metals make them a consideration for new 
purchases. (Box 523, Bethel, CT 06801, $250) 

Gerald Theisen and Jeff Helleberg reaffirm their belief, in the May 10th issue of The 
Marketarian Letter, that stocks offer the best long-term potential. "We believe the best is yet to 
come for U.S. equities in the 1990s," they say. (Box 1283, Grand Island, NE 68802, $225) 

Peter Eliades argues in the May 11th Stockmarket Cycles that the downside risk in the 
stock market is significant. "Even if the decline is only average, however, and we assume the 
January 3rd reading was the Dow peak, the vulnerability on the Dow would be almost 1000 
points, taking the Dow down to around 1850." (2260 Cahuenga Blvd., Ste 305, Los Angeles, CA 
90068, $198) 

Kenneth Coleman offers this grim assessment in the May Special Report of The Fed 
Tracker: "We are now experiencing the worst of both economic worlds: disinflation and 
inflation." The stock market rally should continue for at least several weeks, he says, (4805 
Courageous Lane, Carlsbad, CA 92008, $48) 

Donald McAlvany asks and answers the following question in the May issue of The 
McAlvany Intelligence Advisor: "What is really happening in the Soviet empire? It is not 
disintegrating as the Western press keeps repeating. It is restructuring, rearranging, reorganizing, 
and rearming preparatory to its final thrust for world domination in the next five to 10 years. 
America and the West are being massively deceived in the current atmosphere of peace, 
disarmament, and partnership between East and West. We face incredible danger over the next 
few years if current trends are not reversed." (Box 84904, Phoenix, AZ 85071, $95) 

Allen Keyte comments on gold prospects in the May 15th World Affairs Review: "My 
feeling is that the price is unlikely to go below around $360, with a potential on the top side of 
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around $420. For the long-term investor I do not believe that you will come to much harm at 
these levels." (Vernon Court, 48-54 High Street, Cheltenham, Glos GL50 1EE United Kingdom, 
$147) 

Richard Russell argues in the May 16th Dow Theory Letters that "inflation, chronic 
inflation, is built into the U.S. economy (and probably into the global economy). Our 
government tells us that inflation is running at a 4.5 percent to 5.5 percent rate, but you and I 
know better. The real inflation rate ... is probably going up at around a 10 percent rate." (Box 
1759, La Jolla, CA 92038, $225) 

James Dines notes in the May 4th issue of The Dines Letter that, even though we may 
have a short term rally, he continues to consider this as a major bear market with the risks being 
too high. Interest rates are headed up "and, with U.S. government bonds yielding over 9 percent, 
why buy common stocks yielding 4 percent? Curiously, the economy is not yet referred to as 
'recessionary,' but we still predict it soon will be." (Box 22, Belvedere, CA 94920, $195) 

James McKeever offers the following advice in the May 7th issue of The Money 
Strategy Letter: "We believe that the stock market has topped and that we will be in a down 
market for a fairly extended period. We have already warned investors to be out of bonds, and 
that recommendation holds." (Box 4130, Medford, OR 97501, $195) 

-- W.A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


Styro-Cop 

Portland, Oregon has hired ex-New York bureaucrat Lee Barrett as a "styrofoam cop." 
Since the first of the year, no restaurant or other retail food seller in Portland can use products 
made of the wonderful insulating foam. It is Barrett's job to swoop down on businesses to make 
sure they are not styro-criminals. If they are, he can levy $250 fines for the dread offense -- with 
$500 for hardened offenders. 

Styrofoam -- a wonderful capitalist innovation, as anyone who has ever held a scalding 
hot paper cup of coffee can tell you -- is hated by environmentalists because it supposedly 
doesn't biodegrade. But so what? Neither does rock. The reason the Greens are bothered by the 
idea of allegedly permanent styrofoam buried under the ground and not permanent rock is that 
rock is natural and styrofoam is man-made, which -- to these fanatics -- equals evil. As the 
environmentalist movement grows -- fueled, if they will excuse the expression, by disappointed 
Marxists looking for a new nirvana -- we can expect more and more of these sorts of restrictions 
on business and consumers, and more snoopers of the Barrett sort. 

Actuarial Immunity 

Great Republic Insurance Company of Santa Barbara, California has been fined $85,000 
by a San Francisco court for attempting to screen out applicants with AIDS. If an unmarried 
male applied for health insurance and belonged to an "occupation that does not require physical 
exertion," the insurance agent used a supplemental questionnaire to try to keep out people with 
AIDS. (Requiring a blood test was already illegal.) 

Health insurance can only work if the actuarially predicted number of people get sick. If 
already-sick people can join through state coercion, it becomes mandated welfare, not insurance. 
Virtually all the homosexual males in San Francisco carry the AIDS virus. Yet "discrimination" 
against them in health insurance is now illegal, though it is not, interestingly enough, illegal to 
discriminate against cancer or heart patients. They do not constitute a politically powerful 
"victim" group. They are also not covered under the new hate crimes legislation. 

Chickens of the Sea 
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Thirty American small businessmen had their livelihoods destroyed by the 
environmentalists and their animal-rights allies when three large tuna canning companies caved 
in to dolphin-o-mania. Because an occasional dolphin was inadvertently killed during normal 
tuna fishing, the big companies -- after a nationwide pressure campaign against them -- agreed 
not to buy tuna caught in nets. The 30 fishermen can refit their boats at hundreds of thousands of 
dollars apiece and try to fish in new waters, or go out of business. From now on the big canners 
will buy tuna caught in the far western Pacific, where dolphins don't swim. 

After years of Flipper reruns, many people apparently agreed with two California 
Democratic Congressmen who said that dolphins are smarter than people (or at least 
Congressmen). No tuna fisherman deliberately tries to catch dolphins, of course, and, since a 
1981 Reagan-signed law, all have had to carry dolphin inspectors to make sure as few as possible 
were killed -- itself an incredible violation of the fishermen's rights. But, as usual, human rights, 
especially human businessmen's rights, count for far less than an animal's. 

Disabling Business 

We can get a taste of what things will be like for businesses when the Bush-approved 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is passed and signed, by looking at a recent federal court 
decision in Oklahoma. A disabled man, paralyzed from a football injury, must be provided with a 
tape recorder and a secretary to transcribe his dictated notes by the private Oklahoma City 
University Law School. The school was discriminating against him by not giving him a 
secretary! We can admire this disabled man for wanting to attend law school, but not for forcing 
other people to pay for it at the point of a federal gun. 

Rampaging Kennedy 

Another taste of the ADA bill is already harming apartment builders and would-be 
renters. When Congress in 1988 ordered that all new apartments be made wheelchair accessible, 
well-known building expert Teddy Kennedy estimated the cost at $27 per apartment. Now it 
tums out that the cost is at least $4000 per unit. That means that many new apartment buildings 
cannot be profitably built, and those that are will have higher rents. Hilly terrain -- often the only 
land available in cities -- will now be forbidden territory, since ramps become so gigantic and 
grading so costly. Just what America needs -- fewer affordable housing units! 

Mandatory Leave (of Senses) 

The House of Representatives has overwhelmingly passed a "Family Leave" law to force 
all businesses to give three months of unpaid leave to new parents, people with illnesses, or 
people caring for people with illnesses. This is a prelude to mandating paid leave, but, even as 
unpaid leave, it would -- if passed by the Senate -- place a tremendously expensive burden on 
small businesses. 

Not to be able to replace permanently an employee or two who left, and having to 
guarantee them an equivalent job upon their return, could drive a marginal company out of 
business, besides being a violation of the owners' property rights. It would also encourage 
discrimination against people with aged parents, or who might be planning to have children. 

-- LLEWELLYN H. ROCKWELL 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Ex-Rebels 
with a Cause 

Destructive Generation, by Peter Collier and David Horowitz, New York: Summit 
Books, 1989, 350 pages, cloth. 

Second Thoughts: Former Radicals Look Back at the Sixties, edited by Peter Collier 
and David Horowitz, Lanham, Maryland: Madison Books, 1989, 271 pages, paper. 
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In the past several years, there has been no shortage of efforts aimed at romanticizing and 
reviving the radical political activism identified with the 1960s. A profusion of television "news" 
interviews with aging activists, wistful "documentaries," movies, concerts, articles, and books 
have appeared to remind us that it was "Innocence," "idealism," and "commitment to justice" that 
launched and sustained the political, sexual, and social revolutions of the Sixties. Book reviewers 
in the major media -- many of them former street radicals themselves -- have given generally 
warm to euphoric reviews of such self-serving, revisionist offerings as Tom Hayden's Reunion, 
Todd Gitlin's The Sixties: Years of Hope, Days of Rage, Maurice Isserman's If I Had a 
Hammer, and James Miller's Democracy Is in the Streets. For an antidote to these nauseating 
ovations to treason, there is, perhaps, none more powerful than Horowitz and Collier's 
Destructive Generation. 

The two authors met at graduate school in the early 1960s, in that cauldron of radical 
ferment that was the University of California at Berkeley. Both were committed revolutionary 
socialists -- whatever that meant at the time -- but, like many others of their kind, had no 
organizational or philosophical moorings. The Soviet invasion and murderous repression of 
Hungary in 1956 -- like the Hitler-Stalin Pact a generation earlier -- had caused widespread 
disillusionment with that model of socialism. The USSR was viewed as a totalitarian, imperialist 
power, and the U.S. Communist Party was rejected as a servile agency of the Kremlin. 

The younger breed of revolutionaries wanted an "authentic," "independent," and 
"indigenous" brand of revolutionary socialism not chained to a bureaucratic state and rigid party 
discipline. They despised the communists' duplicitous methods of posing as "progressives," 
infiltrating institutions, and working within the Democratic Party. That was the stale, effete, 
boring "old left," and it was rejected by the brave, new intellectuals in favor of a style that openly 
declared its subversive intents. The New Left, as they christened themselves, defiantly flaunted 
their hatred of bourgeois "Amerika" by burning the American flag, reveling in drugs and sex, and 
chanting "kill the pigs," "your parents are the enemy," and "victory to the Vietcong." 

Present at the Creation 

Collier and Horowitz were not only "present at the creation" of the New Left, but were 
two of the leading intellectual authors of the movement. While Tom Hayden, Abbie Hoffman, 
Jerry Rubin, Angela Davis, Stokely Carmichael, Huey Newton, et al, took the revolution "to the 
streets," Collier and Horowitz provided them with the ammunition and molotov cocktails in the 
pages of Ramparts magazine, which they edited. They were two of the most influential 
pamphleteers and theorists of the New Left. They "manned the barricades" with Robert Scheer, 
Mark Rudd, David Delinger, Hayden, Fonda, Hoffman, Newton, Cleaver, Seale, and the rest of 
the infamous motley crew. 

It was Collier who inspired Jane Fonda's political involvement, with a 1970 Ramparts 
article on the Indian occupation of Alcatraz. Jane had read it in India while studying meditation 
with the Maharishi and wanted to "get involved." She asked Collier to introduce her to "the 
movement." Horowitz raised the funds to start a Black Panther Community Center in Oakland. 

The two had come from different family backgrounds -- both of Horowitz's parents were 
staunch members of the Communist Party; Collier's father "believed passionately that 
communism was bad," and "that America was a good and generous land" -- but both had 
embraced a revolutionary vision that left them estranged from family, society, and country. Both 
fought with their fathers over their political beliefs: Horowitz's father could not forgive his son's 
heresy and betrayal of the Soviet Union: Collier's father could not tolerate his son's treason 
against America. Like Saul studying the scriptures at the feet of Gamaliel, Horowitz had gone to 
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London to study Marx under the venerable Isaac Deutscher. Collier had drifted into radical 
politics through the Free Speech Movement at Berkeley and a summer working with SNCC to 
register black voters in Birmingham. 

God That Failed 

But, as with so many of the revolutionary faithful who had preceded them, disturbing 
realities would eventually cause both rebels to abandon "the god that failed." The failures were 
brutal. The Black Panthers murdered Betty Van Patter, a Ramparts bookkeeper Horowitz had 
gotten to help the Panthers with their books. She had stumbled onto their criminal enterprises, 
and for that was "eliminated." That the Panthers were nothing more than a murderous gang of 
dope-dealing thugs hiding behind revolutionary rhetoric, a fact that the New Left had remained 
willfully blind to for years, could no longer be ignored. Following close on the heels of this rude 
awakening came the communist bloodbaths in Vietnam and Cambodia. By this time, much of the 
New Left was indistinguishable from the Old Left, having irresistibly been drawn from 
anti-Americanism to pro-Sovietism. As the authors note: "Sympathy for America's alleged 
victims developed into an identification with America's real enemies." 

Destructive Generation is a withering, unsparing examination of a decade and a 
movement that are badly in need of demythologizing. It is a personal history of the era by two 
"co-conspirators." It is a memoir and a psychological study. Here you will find the SDS, the 
Venceremos Brigades, the Institute for Policy Studies, CISPES, the Panthers, George Jackson, 
Ron Dellums, Hayden and Fonda, Cora and Peter Weiss, William Sloane Coffin, Noam 
Chomsky, Bernadine Dohrn, Kathy Boudin, John Jacobs, Fay Stender, Jesse Jackson, and a host 
of others from the rogues gallery of traitors and opportunists -- without their usual false halos. 

If Collier and Horowitz are tough on their former comrades, they are tougher still on 
themselves. Chapter nine of Destructive Generation is a letter by Horowitz to a boyhood 
comrade (they met in a Red nursery school), answering the charge that he (Horowitz) had 
abandoned the "compassion" of his parents' communist faith: 

Our parents were idolators in the church of a mass murderer named Joseph Stalin. They 

were not moralists but Marxist-Leninists. For them, the Revolution was morality 

(and beauty and truth as well) .... Compassion is not what inspired our parents' 

political choices. Nor is compassion what inspired the Left to which you and I 

both belonged -- the New Left, which forgot the people it liberated in Indochina 

once their murderers and oppressors were red ... which is still indifferent to the 

genocides of Marxist conquest: the fate of the Cambodias and Tibets and 

Afghanistans. 

Totalitarian Idea 

No, it is not compassion or idealism that drives the Left. "What motivates the Left," says 
Horowitz, "is the totalitarian idea: the idea that is more important than reality itself .... The future 
in which the present is already annihilated: in which its reality no longer exists." He presses on 
without letup: "You and I and our parents were totalitarians in democratic America. The 
democratic fact of America prevented us from committing the atrocities willed by our faith. 
Impotence was our only innocence." With deadly accuracy he charges: "We revolutionaries are 
the enemies of the very people we claim to defend." 

Destructive Generation falls into that rich literary tradition of ex-communist 
confessionals, like Whittaker Chambers' Witness, Douglas Hyde's I Believed, Luis Budenz's 
This Is My Story, Elizabeth Bentley's Out of Bondage, Bella Dodd's School of Darkness, 
Maurice Malkin's Return to My Father's House, Arthur Koestlet's Darkness at Noon, and 
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Benjamin Gitlow's The Whole of Their Lives. The authors have done some deep and painful 
soul-searching and have grappled with serious, fundamental issues. It is absorbing and 
instructive reading, although it is marred by the now widely-accepted practice of including even 
the foulest of language as long as it is within quotation marks. It is also clear that, although 
Collier and Horowitz have broken with their communist New Left pasts, they still have some 
distance to go. 

This "unfinished journey" quality is apparent too in the confessions of many of the other 
former Leftists who have had second thoughts about their radical politics. Their testimonies, 
from a Second Thoughts Conference organized by Collier and Horowitz, have been collected and 
published in the book, Second Thoughts. The conference participants included Michael Medved, 
Ronald Radosh, David Ifshin, Robert Leiken, Barry Rubin, Julius Lester, Glenn Loury, Joshua 
Muravchik, and other expatriates of the Left. Their conversions, imperfect though they may be, 
are encouraging. For the incorrigible '60s radical or the budding young intellectual flirting with 
left-wing politics, these books could be the perfect antidote. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


Red Diaper Baby Recants 


David Horowitz became a founder and leader of the New Left while attending graduate 
school at the University of California at Berkeley in the early 1960s. He and long-time writing 
colleague Peter Collier went on to become editors of the radical Ramparts magazine. They are 
the authors of The Rockefellers, The Kennedys, The Fords and Destructive Generation. 
Horowitz was interviewed by THE NEW AMERICAN'S William F. Jasper. 

Q. George Bush says it. So do George Kennan, Mikhail Gorbachev, Joseph Sobran, and even 
Bob Hope -- virtually everyone, it seems, is saying that the Cold War is over. Do you agree? 

A. Good question. I tend to think that it is over, but I think that someone could revive it in the 
Kremlin. It depends on what you mean by "Cold War." We've been in an international class war 
-- as the Marxists would put it -- since 1917, and we've been in the "Cold War" since 1945; the 
Cold War was really about the occupation of Eastern Europe by the Red Army following World 
War II and Stalin's imposition, by various methods, of communist rule there. 

The Eastern Europeans have always hated the Russian occupation. It never really "took" 
there, and it seems that the ruling group in the Soviet Union has decided that it is a liability to 
hold on there. Or, to put it a different way, Gorbachev, by instituting these political reforms in 
advance of the economic reforms, opened a Pandora's box which people in Eastern Europe 
seized hold of and events went way out of their control. The ruling group in the Soviet Union 
seems to have accepted this as a fact of life. It's difficult for me to believe, at this date and time, 
that -- no matter what happens in the Kremlin -- they will try to re-occupy Eastern Europe -- 
which would mean overthrowing all of those governments and installing puppet regimes again. 

I'm one of those people who have remained skeptical and have waited for a crackdown in 
the Soviet Union. But, even if that does happen and the military takes over, it doesn't seem likely 
to me that they will try to reassert that same kind of control over Eastern Europe. 

Q. And the international class war? 

A. You notice they haven't really pulled the subsidy from Castro and North Vietnam which 
everyone is waiting for so let me just say the jury is out on that one. I don't really know the 
answer on that, but I think that it will soon be going into the dustbin of history. 

Q. You don't think that the massive amounts of aid from Western Europe, the U.S., and Japan 
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might "save" the Soviet empire? 

A. Like all good conservatives, I'm against the aid. But I don't think it's nearly enough to make 
the difference. They're so far behind and so underdeveloped that I don't think we can bail them 
out of their mess. 

Q. Closer to home, has "glasnost" cooled the revolutionary ardor of the radicals and fifth 
columnists in this country? 

A. No, not at all. I just encountered them at Kent State. They were chanting "One, two, three, 
four, the FMLN will win in El Salvador. Five, six, seven, eight, David Horowitz get out of Kent 
State." No, the fifth column is still there. But I do think that they are more isolated. With the 
Soviet empire collapsing, our security has increased unimaginably. When we wrote Destructive 
Generation, we thought the fifth column was a serious threat to American security. And now -- 
now they're a joke .... Since they lost Vietnam as an issue to unify around, they've been riding 
other causes: racism, crime, the environment, El Salvador, gay rights. 

Q. Jn Destructive Generation, you and Peter Collier liken the current stage in your political 
odyssey to Lionel Trilling's "The Middle of the Journey": You have broken completely with your 
communist/New Left past, but you are not entirely comfortable with movement conservatives. 
Has that changed? 

A. Not really. I'm not an ideological conservative, but I can never make common cause with the 
liberals, the radicals, the Left again. They're a menace to our society, to freedom. But, for 
instance, I'm still pro-choice on abortion. Abortion is something that I think should not be 
entered into lightly, and using it as a birth control is horrific, but I hate to see it even involved in 
the political arena .... 

Q. What about gun control? 

A. I certainly do not -- well, let's just say I feel it's impossible to take the arms away. So, 
therefore, I am generally, in principle, against radical gun control. On the other hand, it's 
ludicrous for people who really care about this country -- as I believe conservatives do -- to be 
out there defending AK-47s as some kind of hunting instrument, or trying to say people have an 
inalienable right to carry an AK-47. It's idiotic. While I agree with much of what the NRA says, I 
think they've gotten way out of line on this. I know it's a hugely emotional issue .... I feel we 
have to give some support to our law enforcement, our front-line fighters against crime, and part 
of that is to outlaw firearms that are superior to theirs .... 

Q. And the welfare state? 


A. I'd like to see the government cut in half tomorrow. The welfare state has been an 
unmitigated disaster. It's created a huge underclass. Liberals have done unbelievable damage to 
poor people. 

Q. J believe it was in Second Thoughts that you alluded to Ludwig Von Mises. Are you moving 
in his direction in economic thought? 

A. Well, I guess I'm eclectic in a way and, you know, it's hard to even go into this in a short 
interview. But let me just say that I feel that F.A. Hayek, for instance, has more to offer in the 
way of truth and thought that is valuable to society in 10 pages of any book he has written than 
Marx had to say in everything he ever wrote all put together. Hayek is a world-class thinker, and 
anyone who hasn't read him isn't really educated. I am for the free market. But I disagree with 
those libertarians who do not believe in a strong national defense. 

Q. You were a self-described "red-diaper baby," having grown up in a communist family that 
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worshipped Marx, Lenin, and the Soviet state, and reviled religion as the "opiate." Have you 
changed? 

A. Put it this way: I think that Marxism is a gnosticism -- a heresy that idolizes human beings 
instead of divine beings. And that's why it's so dangerous. It wants to create a heaven on earth, 
and in doing so it creates a hell. That was my religion, but, personally, I haven't had any religious 
revelations. I feel strongly that the moral fiber of America has been sapped by the '60s, by the 
secularists. I do think there's room for prayers in the schools. Our democracy is inextricably 
entwined with the Judeo-Christian tradition. Its political theory grows out of a religious 
consciousness, and I think the sense of that needs to be restored. But myself, personally, I don't 
have a particular religious faith. 


Q. What is your view of the internationalists in the higher circles of power in the federal 
government, tax-exempt foundations, the media, and foreign policy groups like the Council on 
Foreign Relations and Trilateral Commission who have consistently aided the communists and 
saved the Soviet empire from collapse time and again? 


A. I don't buy these conspiracy theories. Both the Left and the Right are addicted to these, and, 
I'll tell you, when we were doing the Rockefeller book we were looking for that and it's just not 
there .... Look, the foreign policy establishment was built on big oil companies, big 
multinationals, and they have a certain stake in the international order. So they have foundations 
and policy groups, and they sponsor people, and that's all legitimate in our pluralistic society -- 
Q. That's true, if that's as far as it goes. But when those foundations and policy groups use their 
power to aid communist dictatorships abroad -- with cash, credits, and technology -- and to 
quash investigations of communist subversion at home; when they promote smothering 
regulations and a socialist, administrative state at home, while stripping away national 
sovereignty and Constitutional protections with treaties; and when they promote world 
government through what they call the New World Order, then that's something altogether 
different. 

A. Whoa! Wait! What's the world government? I haven't seen them come out -- what do you 
mean? The U.N.? I haven't seen anything about any New World Order. I think you're way off 
base -- I just don't see it. 

Q. Perhaps that's because you weren't looking for it. It's certainly there in their own words. 
David Rockefeller, John J. McCloy, Richard Gardner, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Richard Cooper, 
Robert McNamara, Harland Cleveland, Samuel P. Huntington, Walt Rostow, Henry Kissinger, et 
al, have spoken and written volumes about the New World Order, the New International 
Economic Order. And they may have their differences and their own pet models, but, invariably, 
the models call for gradual merging of nations and the converging and merging of the 
communist and non-communist worlds. And it's happening. 

A. Well, I don't know -- it's just too far out .... 


While East and West Germans were using their bare hands to tear down the Berlin Wall 
-- that hated symbol of communist tyranny -- a 6300 square-foot wall celebrating Marxist 
"heroes" was rising in New York City, funded with -- you guessed it -- American tax dollars. 
Incredible as it seems, the "Pathfinder Mural" was funded in part with a grant provided by the 
New York State Council on the Arts. NYSCA, in turn, is funded in part by the National 
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Endowment for the Arts. NEA grants to New York State totaled $40 million in 1989. 

Both endowments tried to separate their agencies from the fallout caused by the 
Pathfinder Mural. Denial has become standard operating procedure for arts endowments, since 
they were caught funding Andres Serrano's "Piss Christ," Annie Sprinkle's sex show, and Robert 
Mapplethorpe's homoerotic photographs. 

Mount Rushmore of Marxism 

The Pathfinder Mural is a veritable Mount Rushmore of Marxism. It is the largest work 
of its kind outside a Soviet slave state. Seventy-five-feet-high, eighty-five-feet-wide, it is 
"dedicated to the victories of the Marxist revolutions of Cuba and Nicaragua." The mural, of 
course, was begun before free elections deposed Sandinistan President Daniel Ortega. 

The centerpieces of the mural -- located only a few blocks from Wall Street in lower 
Manhattan -- include fifteen-foot-high portraits of Fidel Castro, Ché Guevara, Karl Marx, 
Vladimir Lenin, Leon Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Malcolm X, and Nelson Mandela. There is also 
a smaller portrait of Tomas Borge, former head of the Nicaraguan Interior Ministry that controls 
the Secret Police. This is the same Borge who said, "The battle for Nicaragua will not be won in 
the jungles of Nicaragua, but in the American media." 

Both the NEA and NYSCA were also major contributors to a Marxist, anti-American 
exhibition held at the Museum of Modern Art. "Committed to Print" presented 250 posters, 
paintings, and prints depicting American "genocidal-atrocities" committed against 
underprivileged minorities. Ronald Reagan was depleted as a child-killer and vampire. Mao, 
Ché, and Malcolm were shown as heroes. The exhibition was jointly funded by the NEA, 
NYSCA, and the leftist, Washington-based Institute for Policies Studies. 

In addition to the grant awarded by NYSCA for the Pathfinder Mural, the Department of 
Cultural Affairs of New York donated free art supplies -- even while New York's scandal-ridden 
system was denying art supplies to school children. 

Artistic Quality 

NYSCA Chairwoman Kitty Carlisle Hart explained that grants are awarded based on 
"artistic quality and not for their content." No one at the State Council could explain the "artistic 
merits" of portraits of communists leaders. 

The staff that worked on the mural in New York included artists from Nicaragua's 
Ministry of Culture, run by Marxist poet Ernesto Cardinal. One was Arnoldo Guillen, former 
director of the Sandinistan National Art School. Guillen, at the time, was also a director of the 
American-based Sandinistan Association of Cultural Workers (ASTC). 

The artist who painted the portrait of Fidel Castro for the Pathfinder Mural is Soler Avila, 
a Cuban alien and a member of the Cuban Artists Union. 

Americans who worked on the mural include artists who worked for the Ministry of 
Culture in Nicaragua and Cuba, as well as other Marxist and radical cultural groups in the United 
States. Other contributors are associated with the New York Marxist School and the Socialist 
Workers Party. 

As the NEA and NYSCA continue to lose support for congressional reauthorization, they 
have sought help from Hollywood-based organizations such as Norman Lear's "People for the 
American Way," Ron Silver's "The Creative Coalition" (TCC), Jane Fonda's "Network," and 
Oliver Stone/Ed Pressman's group. 

Help from their Friends 

Alec Baldwin, co-founder of TCC, has called President Bush a "mass murderer" and 

expressed a desire to join a terrorist group and "blow up a chemical plant." Jane Fonda once told 
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a group of college students: "If you understood what communism is, you would hope, you would 
pray on your knees, that we would someday become communists." Oliver Stone says that 
"America has become the enemy" and calls Fidel Castro a "great man." Such actions have only 
served to convince 106 outraged Congressional leaders that the arts endowments are in 
"deliberate defiance of Congress and the American people," said Congressman Mel Hancock 
(R-MO). 

Movies such as Born on the Fourth of July, Betrayed, Walker, Salvador, Romero, The 
Last Temptation of Christ, Old Gringo, and Amazing Chuck and Grace reveal Hollywood's 
attempt to join forces with radical arts groups to brainwash Americans to replace traditional 
values of God, family, and country with false values of Marxism, pornography, and anarchy. 

It's easy to understand why the NEA and NYSCA sought the aid of such activists. They 
share similar goals. What doesn't make sense is the continued support of the public for cultural 
institutions that are attempting to destroy our cultural heritage. The Pathfinder Mural is not the 
anomaly the NEA and NYSCA would have us believe. It represents the tip of a vast cultural 
iceberg. 

-- JAMES F. COOPER 


BETWEEN THE LINES 


Pro-Hanoi Bias 

Throughout the latter stages of the Vietnam War, the liberal media portrayed the conflict 
as a simple melodrama -- white hats (North Vietnamese and Vietcong) vs. black hats (U.S. forces 
and South Vietnamese). Twenty years and millions of lives later, the press still has a blind spot 
when it comes to Vietnamese communist expansionism and repression. The latest example is 
ABC's documentary special on U.S. policy toward Cambodia, entitled Peter Jennings 
Reporting: From the Killing Fields. The piece charged that the Khmer Rouge, which murdered 
3.5 million people, is about to return to power with the help of the United States. 

The Vietnamese, who conquered Cambodia and installed a puppet government, are 
portrayed as the legitimate rulers whose only concern was to prevent a bloodbath by the Khmer 
Rouge. Jennings ignored the fact that thousands of Vietnamese military advisers and elite troops 
remain in the country despite Hanoi's well-publicized withdrawal. He also ignored a long history 
of Vietnamese imperial ambitions in Cambodia. Once again, Hanoi wears the white hat, the U.S. 
wears the black. How could this happen? How could Jennings and ABC be so badly informed? A 
clue is provided in the show's credits. It was produced by leftist ideologue Leslie Cockburn, the 
Christic Institute's best friend in the media. 

Pro-Abortion Bias 

Is it still possible to be shocked by pro-abortion bias in the press? This spring's massive 
pro-life rally in Washington provided just such an opportunity. Never mind the numbers game 
played by news agencies bent on ensuring that last year's pro-abortion march would appear larger 
than this year's anti-abortion demonstration. Estimates ranged from 200,000 to 700,000 for the 
April 28th rally -- a very large gathering by any standard. 

Yet, the Washington Post, the newspaper of record in the nation's capital did not give the 
demonstration front-page coverage. Instead, the story ran in the third section of the paper as a 
local news story. Meanwhile, even the New York Times and the Los Angeles Times, both 
staunchly in favor of unrestricted abortion, gave the rally front-page treatment. Even Post 
ombudsman Richard Harwood was stunned by the decision to bury the pro-life rally story. In a 
May 6th column on the subject, he wrote that the Post's coverage "has left a blot on the paper's 
professional reputation" and that coverage was "shabby" and "embarrassing." 
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"The Post's trivialization of this demonstration was, to many of the participants, the 
ultimate and undeniable proof of the paper's 'bias' on the abortion issue," he said. Harwood noted 
that the Post devoted 12 stories and 15 columns of type to the "pro-choice" rally last spring. This 
spring's pro-life rally got just one story and less than one column of type. 

Journalists or Activists? 

With the rise in popularity of the environmental activist movement, the line between 
news reporting and advocacy journalism is under increasing attack. A conference that took place 
May 17th-20th in Minneapolis is a perfect example. Sponsored by the New Age magazine Utne 
Reader, the event was called "Early Warnings" and described as "an international environmental 
conference for journalists and activists." Among other things, the conference addressed the 
question of how journalists, scientists, and activists can work more closely together. By banning 
unregistered members of the media from covering the event, conference organizers were able to 
restrict hostile, skeptical, or even objective press. 

The lineup of speakers included the usual suspects from Greenpeace, the United Nations 
Worldwatch, Earth Day, and the Rainforest Action Network. But there were more interesting and 
less predictable presenters as well: Alexander Cockburn, the far-left columnist for the Nation; 
Michael Lerner, editor of the leftist Jewish magazine Tikkun, and Eleanor Smeal, the former 
president of the radical feminist group, the National Organization for Women. These folks were 
joined at the podium by Barbara Y.E. Pyle, environmental editor for Ted Turner's Cable News 
Network; Mark Hertsgaard, writer for Rolling Stone; and Charles Alexander, senior editor of 
Time magazine. Other journalists participating included representatives of such diverse 
publications as Family Circle, American Health, and Highlights for Children. 

UPI's Homosexual Mole 

United Press International was forced to fire its Supreme Court correspondent, who was 
moonlighting for a homosexual activist newspaper, when a radio talk-show host blew the 
reporter's cover. UPI staff writer Julie Brienza had frequently written on homosexual themes and 
issues, according to New York City Tribune media writer Cliff Kincaid. UPI, aware of the power 
of the homosexual movement, insisted that the firing had "nothing to do" with the fact that the 
publication she was writing for is a homosexual activist newspaper. 

Milton Capps, UPI senior vice president for corporate affairs, said the reporter was fired 
on April 28th not for free-lancing for the Gay Blade, but for confusing a news source and her 
bureau chief as to which organization she was writing for. Brienza, representing the Blade, had 
called Milwaukee Christian radio talk-show host Victor Eliason. When he returned the call, at 
the number she had provided, he reached the reporter at UPI. Eliason, a subscriber to the news 
service, was outraged. Calling Brienza a "mole" at UPI, he asked the agency to fire her. 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 
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